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1
Research on Teaching Reading Comprehension

e >The Presént paper represents an attempt to address the ''state of the
art" re!ative»to research on teaching reading comprehension. The reading
.researcher and practifioner‘will.find the paper a review of what we know
about reading comprehension instruction, and a framework for addressing
the adequacy and promise of existing and forthcoming lines of inquiry. Two
basié questions drive our discussion: With whom, in what situations, and
in what ways does'teaching improve reading comprehension? How éhouid
research in teaching ‘reading comprehension proceed?

Our purpose was threefold: (a) Describe the nature and distribution
of research in teaching reading comprehension in the context of sfated
and/or implied instructional goals; (b) consider jssues of methodological
significan;e as they emerge; and (c) suggest some reasonable guidelines
-~for future research in accord with rising research interests and alterna-
tive approaches to invéstigation. We have addpted two‘discus§jon headings
whirh represenghthg nature and scope of this research in terms of
two fundamental gozls for instruction: increasing learhiég from text
and ihcreésingAability to learn from text. The former reviews the
large array of studies which examine the efficacy of téacher intef-
vention intendeg to improve students' ability to understand, recall, or
intégratg information from specific text passages. The latter addrasses
those studies whose goal is to improve general and specific reading compre-

hension abilities which will transfer to students' reading of passages
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they later encounter on their own. These two discussions then m2rge in
the firnzi cection of the paper where we consider future directiois foir
readir . .prehension instructional research and guidelines for how that
researc.: migh* or should be conducted.

We rgcognized from the outsef that a review which exhausted ‘the ljtera-
ture was neither realistic nor within the bounds of our goals. Instead,
we decided that studies cited iﬁ the context of our remarks should be
selected largely for their“repfesentativeness, significance, or promise.
And, with respect to research paradigms, an attempt was made to ‘include
descriptive studies dealing with theoretical jssues o; relevance to teaching
reading comprehension. empirical studies involving such prototypical
methodnlogy as treatment group comparisons, research syntheses o7 instructional

procedures, and discussions relating aspects of pedagogical intuition. To

these ends, we believe the present review is comprehensive,

INCREASING LEARNING FROM TEXT/PROSE

It is the purpose of this Sectioﬁ'to highlight research which studies .
instructional intervention as a means to improve‘studéntsi undefstanding,
recall, and integrgtion of information, stated in or inferable from specific
text passages. .Our review of such interventions includes prereading
activities, guided reading activities and postreading activities. Note
that we -have drawn a distinction between activities or stratecies based
upon when and for what purpose intervention takes place. This distinction

might be characterized in the following trichotomy: building upon

~7
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background knowledge, activating readers' existing background knowledge
and attention focusing before reading to learn; guiding reader-text
interactions during reading to learn; and providing review, feedback,

or cognitive stimulation after reading to-learn.

Prereading Activities

Most reading lessons include a prereading activity which provides a
", bridge of sorts between a reader's knowledge base and the text. Most

-1esson frameworks.used in conjunction with basals and content area text-
books consider this step a preparatory one in which purﬁose setting and
coﬁcept deveiopment are primary goals. In principle most of these
activities are directed at the reader's backgroqnd knowledge; implicifly,
they reflect at leaét‘tacit acceptance of the role of background knowledge
and the importance of buifding and activating readers' knowledge before

reading to learn.

The Role of Background Knowledge

In general, both theory and research support the notion thai back-
ground knowledge affects how much information is recalled and what informaj_
tion is recalled from reading, as well as readers' perceﬁfions of such
aspects of the readiﬁg situation as aﬁ author's background and pur-
poses. Recent theorists, such as Ausubel, 1963, 1968, 1978, and the schema
theorists of the past decade (Anderspn, Spiro? & Anderson,'1978;,Rumelhart 3
Ortony, 1977; Spiro, 1977) haye addressed the role of background knowledge and

i.ts relation to text comprehension, ‘in particular as it applies to -
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broader issues of processing and recalling information. In the procéss

of confirming this relationship, several recent investigations have
contributed toward specifying the dif‘erential‘impact of background know!-
edge upon the tybe and amount of information recalled by readers. For |
‘example, a study by Anderson, Reynolds, Schailert, and Goetz (1977) found
that recall and comprehension of passages capable of two alternative
interpretations were highly related to the background knowledge of the
readers. More physical education students took a wrestling perspective

in response to a prison/wrestl!ing passage and a card-playing perspective in
response to g card/musfc passagé§ For music students the reverse was‘trué.
Similarly, Steffensen, Joag-Dev, and Anderson (1973}, in a cross-cultural
study involving subjects from the United States and inaia, found that
subjects tend to read more rapidly, recall more information, and produce
more consistent elaboracions for passages dealing with culturally relevant
material. A study by Pearson, Hénsan, and Gordon (1979) again demonstrated
this differential effect, as the extent to which young, readers wére able
to.respohd to questions tapping ihplicit and explicit information tended

to vary with respect to their idiosyncratic backgrou&dﬁ of experience.

Mo;e recently Tierney, LaZansky, Raphael, ana Mosenthal (Note 1) have ob-
served familiarit; to manifest itself not only in terms of what information
is recalled, but also in readers' percentions of an author's purposes,
intended'aUdience, and relationship with that audience.

In addition to providing empirical evidence for longstanding notions

regarding the role of background knowledge, such findings compel one to

9 .
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suppose that activating or building a reader's existihg knowledge prior to
reading to learn will improve or at ieast alter comprehension and recall.
As we have already suggested, if one examines the conventional wicsdom
of reading practices, one encounters a number of referen;es to the
importance of activating or building background knowledce nrior to reading,
and an even greater barrage of s :cific suggestions, strategies, and
activitieé directed toward these ends. Yet, examining results of inter-
vention studies which make use of specific strategies intended to activate
or build readers' background knowledge, one is confronted with a rather
fragile generalization: namely, whatever positive effects these strategias
may have, in general their effects tend to vary considerably across such
variables as texts, teachers, and readers. Rather than suggesting the
futility of attempting to activate and build background knowledge,
this situation serves to point out that: (a) we may not, at the
present time, know enoughvabout the relationship between,‘nterventipn and
l+>rning; (b) eXperimenta1 methbdology may be so distorting the instru;-
tional envirnnmgnt that whatever effects would occur under typical learning
conditions are éither lost or distorted; (c) it would be naive to assume
any strategy gensitive enodgh to warrant its implementation across all
reading situations; and (d) current means of measuring a reader's back-
ground knowledge or zssessing the impact of its activation are in need
of further development. o

We begin our discussion of specific intervention technlques in the

context of bun]dlng background knowledge during Erereadlng ;nﬁtructlon We

{
s

-
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hope that this discussion, and the three which folldw, will provide an
introduction, some illustration, and a partial exp]anatibn of the problems

to which we have only just alluded.

Building Background Knowledge Prior to Reading

When readers apparenf]y lack the prior knowledge necessary to read to
learn, what can be done to compensate? Three suggestions appear most often
in instructional Titerature: teach vocabulary as a prereading step; pro-
vide experiences, Qicarious or otherwige, which fill in and expand upon
students' existing knowledge; or introduce a conceptual framework analogous
to that of the text which will enable students to build appropriate back-

ground for themselves.

Preteaching voéabulary. An enduring piece of conventional wisdom in
reading educationris the recommendation that stﬁdénts be taught crucial
word meanings prior to encountering tﬁem in text. In most directed reading
léssons which accompany basa]s and content area textbooks, intrcduction to
new vocabulary is an integral first step. As Bridge (in press) suggests,
introduction to new vocabulary is perce}ved as serving ''the function of
arousing previous conceptua] associatfons and providing new assqciations - ..
to help students to relate the unfamiliar concepts to familiar ones." In
a similar vein, Pearson and Jchnson (1978) descriSe such activities as
providing anchors for new informatioq. Or as Beck, McKeown, McCaslin,

and Burke (1989) have suggested, teaching vocabulary is a specialized

aspect of developing background knowledge essential for comsrehension

i
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and fs widespread in most reading programs. In fact, one person (Becker,
1977) has recommended that disadvantaged students be :aught 25 word
meaninga per week, starting in third grade and continuing through twel fth
grade, in order to compensate for the stpdents' lack of conceptual knowl-
edge. |

The fact, that vocabu]ary development is such a widespread inatructiénal
focus may be partially a function of that research whiEh alludes tc;the re-
lationship between vocabulary and reading comorehenaion : Correlatlons betWeen
knowledge of word meanings and obl]lty to comnreherd paasages cor*asalng
hthose words, between knowledge of word meanlngs and verbal |ntell|gence, as
well as between word difficulty and pussage difficulty are all high and |
wel ]l established. (For a review of this work, see Andersod é'Freebody,
1979; Davis, 1971.) These relationships have beendfurther demedstrated-
by studies WhICh show that not only do good and poor readers aprear to_
dnffer With respect to knowledge of word meannngs (Belmon: & Bnrrh 1966),
but replacnng high- frequency words with ]ow—frequency synonyms in texts
decreases subjects' passage comprehension (Marks, Doctorow, & Wzttrock '
1974; Wittrock, Marks & Doctorow, 1975)

Less encouraging, however, are those f:ndlngs related to the effects
of vocabulary |nstruct|on upon reading comprehensnon ReSearcherq employing.
carefully deSlgned interventions in wblch subjects are pretaught word _,_i
meanings have consnstently found that such |nstruct|on_|mproves students'
knowledge of the WOrds taught but_dOee dot significantly iﬁprove their.

passage comprehension (Jackson £~ Dizney, 1963; Jenkins, Pany, & SchreEk, 1978;

-

&
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Lieberman, 1967; Pany & Jenkins, 1978; Tuinman & Brady, 1974). While
these results may seem counterintuitive, they do suggest either that con-
ventional wisdom is astray, or that ''the effects of vocebulary knowledge
on reading comprekension are far more subtle than either conventional
wisdom or readlng .educators had imagined" (Jenklns & Pany, in press). We
would posit that .the subtle effects of vocabulary knowledge may have been
short-circuited by the failure of-researchers to fully consider'readers'
hackground knowledge and purposes for reading as well as such aspects of
text as key vocabulary and the relatlonshlhs which exist between concepts.
Thus, it may be more |nstructaonally beneficial to ask questions similar té
the following: What types of vocabulary iCtIVItIeS would ]lkely build a
reader's backgroUnd knowledge prior to reading a text? To what extent
should these vocabulary -activities be individualized and extended over'time?
In what situations is vocabulary development likely to be essent}al? In what
ways (during or after readfng) will differences in background knowledge due
to vocabulary development most likely be manifested? |
:Agglggx. Analogy might be defined as an expositienal:mwthod for
compariné sets of information which are-similar enouéh in certein eesential
respects to permit transposition of attributes across sets, usueIJy
from familiar-to unfamiliar ihtohmation, The'q]assroom being what it is,
explanation must otten suffice for experience. Teachers,, therefore;/have
long eberated under the assuﬁption'that¥hhife'expianation.via analogy is
" not a sgbstitute for experience, it afforde a praetical means for intro-

ducing students to unfamiliar information in the context of a familiar
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framework. Many philosophers (Black, 1962; Campbell, 1920) and psychologists
(Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977), especially those advocating a schema-theoretie
point of view, concur on this point.

Despite the potential uﬁility of analogy claimed by educato:s,
philosophers, and psychologists, research on its pedagogical efficacy has
been reported by only a few studies, and some of these studies only in-
directly address analogy's instructional utility. bowell (19¢8) and Drugge
(1977) found no'significant effects stemming from the instructional use of

‘analogy. Mayer (1975) ane Royer and>CabIe (1975, 1976) found results which.
favored the advance presentation of‘adalogeue material but did not directly
_address questions related to analogy's instfuctional ucility per se. The
most poéitive evidenze cf analody's value comes frbm a study by Ausubel
and Fitzgerald (1961), who found a supefibrity.for readers given an

= advance expasitory passage on an analggous familiar topic, ahd a sfudy by
Hayes and Tierney (1980), who found taaf atudehts given different podes,of
presenting or embeddfng aha]ogoua information had an advantage on certain
measures over students\aot given analogies. Generaiiy, the results suggest

" that if analogy. is tc be used effectlvely to i ncrease background knowledge.
care must be taken in: (a) the selection of students, as one would expect ”
.the benefits of anaiogy to manifest themselves differently for readers of.
varylng abilities and backgrounds of experiénce; (b) the presentation of the
“analogouz lnformatlon, as it is Tikely dlfférent modes will have di fferent
impacts; and (c) the methods used to assess effects In terms of ¢ our third

point, we would posit that any research attempting to improve background knowled¢
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needs to consider the possibility that a compiex interaction exists among
teaéhing methodology, texts, tOpiﬁS} and readers, and needs to recognize
that the influen;e of changes in background knowledge may be subtle and difficu]t
to measure except with a variety of on-line as well as posttest measures

which are sensitive to the idiosyncratic nature of the aralogy to be studied.

Activating Background Knowledge and Attention-Focdsing

1f readers have the necessary background knowledge prior to reading

to learn, what can or should be donz to activate that knowledge or focus

attention’ in order to expedite their learning from text? Many theorists

and practitioners advocate strategies which enéourage students to actively
3 " :

relate the new information they gain from reading to their prior know]edge.

“

Such sgratégies are based on the assumption that learning is a constructive
process rather than merely one of acquisitior. A number of suggestions

for activating ba;kground'knowledge’haye arisen as a result, a great many

.directed at teachers, a very few directed at students, and still fewer

diregtéd.at texts. For the purposes of discussion, we have selected the
fo]]dwing%as illustrative of teacher initiated/dirgcted-siﬁgtegies'for
activating background knowjedge: advance'organi%ers; objectives, and
pretests and prequesticns. From among those strategies indicative of -
student generafed/mbhftored activity, we wil{ corsider student centéred[

generated questions and purposes. With respect to text adjuncts we will

discuss prefatory statements, pictures, and titles.

P~
<
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Advance organizers. One of the most widely researched and contro-

versial strategies designed to actfvateta reader’s/packground knowledge
is that of the advance organize:,Aprnpoeed by AusuEel (1963, 1968).
In Ausubel's (1968) words, the intent of the advance organizer is'“to
bridge the gap between what the reader already knows and what. the reader
needs to know before he/she can meaningfully learn the task at hand' (p. ih8).
Based upon Ausubel's theory of verbal learning, which posits the
existence of nierarchically'organized cognitive structures, the functfon
of the okganizer is. to provide ideational scaffoiding“for the stable in-
corporatlon and retentlon of the more detailed and dlfferentlated materlal
that follows in the: pas.age. in a practlcal sense, its purpose is to |
prepare readers to gann information from reading they could not have other-
wuse qalned (Bransford 1979) . ' | |

Ausubel (1978) has suggested that for advance organuzers te function
effectively they‘must be written at a higher level of abstractlon or

N

generality than ;he material to.be learned, address the conditions of
their specific use, .account for both the feaderfs,existing’subsumers and
the @nfamiliar concepts presented within the te#t, andftake into account
those factors involved in posttegting; in the case of unfamiliar material

Ausubesl prescribes the use of an expository organizer to provide “relevant

proxnmate subsumers.“ w:th familiar material, he suggests a comparative

1 1

organ|zer to facilitate the |ntegrat|on of new jdeas and to |ncrease dis-

.crlmlnatlon between ideas.
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There is some evidence that advance organizers effect ‘the subsequent
learning of some students some of the time with some texts when readers
have some prerequisite knowledge (Ausubel, 1978; Bransford, 1979). How-
ever, despite the fact that several hundred research studies and any
number of synthesns attempts have explored the. dlfferentlal worth of
advance organlzers, we stn]] lack -any “real“ closure regarding their
instructional value. Over the years researchers intent on synthesizing
the»bulk—cf advance organizer research have resorted to eXtensive literature
reviews (Barnes -§ Clawson, 1975; Hartley‘s Davies,.l976; Lawton & Wanska;
1977;* Mayer, 1979) and, moet recently, meta-analysis, a statistical

.\

technique suggested by Glass (1978) to s ndard|ze and compare treatment |

effects (Luiten, Ames, & Ackerson, Note/2 Moore & Readence, 1980) One

- such review of the research by Sledge %1978), which focused on. the use

of advance organizers wi th secondary dtudents, reported that thc maJorltV.

of studies did not favor advance org nizers and in studies for whlch

differences did favor advance organ/;ers, less capab]e studerits benefnted
most. A more recent synthesns, a qeta analysis thCh examlned trends

across 135 advance organlzer studn%; (Lulten, et al., Note 2), suggested
) . | ’ . .
the following: most advance organjzer treatment groups tended to perform
‘ i

better than control gronps; the effect of advancerorgaai'nre’had‘a
variab]eejmpact acroSs ;cecial education, elementary, secondary, and
co]]ege students, the |mpact of aural and visual organlzers varied wnth

the . age level of students, and the effect of advance organlzers tended to _

/
increase rather than decay over t;me.

/ - 1
! i
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Two major problems have had the effect of diminishing the worth.of
most individual advance organizer research studigs and synthesis attempts.
The first, manifest in ;herléck of a clearly épecffieﬁ operational
definition of advance organ}zerf, has ‘left advance organi;er research
largely ﬁonr‘plicable. Theoretical position papers, reseé?éh reviews, and

S ]
research reborts have virtually failed to provide either teachers or
researchers with specific guidejines for developing advance organizers.
Unfortunately, Ausybel (1978) sugges£s that ''apart from describing

A

organizers in-general terms with an apprcpriate example, one cannot be

more specific about the construction of an organizer. For this always

depends on the nature of the learning material, -the age'of the learner,

"and his degree of prior familiarity with the learning passage' (p. 251).

These ''general terms' to which Ausubel refers are scattered through-
out his wFitings and in what appears to us to bé poorly articulated
examples. The result is such that for any single text, a variety of

advance organizérs might be genérate&wénd the differential effect of

.any. onc might-become a legitimate research question.

- The second prleém relates to the gléba] nature of those questions

researchers tend to ask about advance organizers. -Given Ausubel's

. ‘warning with respect to the differential nature of learning material

-

and varying néeds of learners, it seems misguided for researchers and
practitioners to continue to explore the efficacy of the advance organizer

without regard for the different potential. effects thése variables

may have. Questicns should be pursued that go beyond the generaf

18
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issue of whether or not advance organizers work. Clearly, only in the
context of examining a variety of data across a variety of sperific
texts can reSearchers hope to deveIOp descriptions which address the
lnstructlona] and theoretical significance of the advance organizer in
a useful manner. |

In content reading classes, for example, socual studies and sc|ence,

there exlsts a hybrid of the advance organizer--the structured overview--

'whose wude]y»advocated use deserves some comment. In theoretical papers,

both Barron (]969) -and Ear]e (1969a) proposed the development and use
of a’visual overview to introduce students to the concepts and relation-
ships represented within a text or .a unit within a course. They prO'
posed that the overview incorporate the terms arranged in outline

form to effectuve]y highlight to students the content of a text or unit,

lnc]udlng its logical structare. In so doing, it was be]ueved that the

-~

"overvnew assumed the properties of Ausube]'s advance orqanizer' that is, it

-related "new content to re]evant subsuming concepts that have previously

been learned'' (Barron, 1969, n. 33). Unfortunately,  to date the research»
dealing with the effectl»eness of these graphlc overviews . suffers from
one of the same maJor problems alllng advance organizer research--name]y,

the probes Wthh have driven the research have Tau]ed to systematlcally

examine the |mpact~of the strategy beyond whether or not it works. Studies .

conducted in: varuous content c]assrooms have provuded genera] support that
under certain condut;ons with certann students struc*ured overvnews have

a posntlve effect on ]earnnng, however, these |nvest|gat|cns have provided

19
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very little data of an explanatory nature. The types of students, texts
and reading situations for which different types of overuiews'might be
effective has not been clarified (Baker, 1977; Barron, 1971; Berget, .]9?7,
Earle, 1569b, 1973; Estes,.Mills, & Barron, ]969, Vacca, 1977; Waiker, 1979).
Objectives. Those who endorse the use of behavioral obJectlves fre-
quently. argue that as teacher-dlrected prereading activities, behavioral
objectives Facn]ttate students’ organization of their learning; this argu-
ment is based to some extent upon the assumption that if students know
what they are expected to Iearn they will tend to;pursue\theerIearning
more systematically. R. Gagné (1965), for exanple, rationaiizes the use of
behav}oral objectives hy orOposjng that objectives aid s%udents inaorganizing
their learning, through the clarification of individual goals which permit
not only more efficient study time but also a\system for monitoring indi-
vidual progress. | | \
~While common sense would suggest that provndnng students with objec~
tives before- they read to learn will enhance that Iearntng (Levin &
Pressley, |n.press), such a facilitative effect is far from certann
Duchastel and Merrlll (1973) revnewed the e‘fects of prov:dlng behavnoral
obJectnves on student achlevement and found that few studies show a
positnye effect." Further, in a review of over forty research studies
whnch were analyzed in terms of teach’ng strategies, task cha: ‘acteristics,
and Iearner charactertstucs, Hartley and Davies (1976) concluded that

"o behaV|oraI ObJeCtlve° have an effect upon Iearnnng, but this [effect]

v

is less c]ear cut than many of the advocates of behavnoral obJectnves
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usually claim" (p; 251). Hartley and Davies suggest that the facilita-
tive effect of behavioral objectives depends”upon the cognitive tasks,
student ability, and text organization. They conc]uded that while
behavioral objectives did not heip students perforw tasks at the lower
levels of Bloom's Taxonomy, they could increase learnirg for middle-.
ability students performing tasks at higher levels of the taxonomy while
nreading loosely-structured text.‘

Before research can determine the effect of behavioral obJectnves
upon readnng to ]earn, researchers must concede that it is not suffncnent
to knowfthat some obJectlves aid some students for some reading pqrposes

v . ,

in some text situations{' Rather, they must be coﬁmitted to' a search for
the specnfnc cenditions resppn5|b]e for specnfnc effects. §econd, con-
Sistent with Hartley and Davies' criticism, a“consensus as to what con-
stltutes an obJectlve is necessary if the effects of obJectnves upon
_learnlng are to be-probed systematnca]ly and dlfferentla]]y Certainly,
this woe]d entail defining objectives in terms of text, .reader, and learning
chafacteristiés.“ Further, it denands gonng beyond benatlora] deflnltlons
limited to overt behaviors, behavnors quantlf:ab]e in some sense, to ‘
research which probes under what condltnons objectives, which tap meta-.
cognitive and self- monitoring responses, might facnlltate ]earnlng from

prose.:

Pretests aﬁd preques:ions. Two teacher-dlrected preunrtructnonal

strategies somewhat related to ObJeCtlveS are pretests and preqU°st|ons.
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In the context of the classroom, both pretests and prequestions tend to
be used most frequently for purposes of assessment. But as Pressey
(1926) points out, questions asked prior to reading a text can serve a
- learning producing function as weil. Specifically, Pressey (1926) has’
claimedsthat:pretests Encrease a'student'sysensitivity to iearning by
a}erting'him'or her to the nature of the task and its relevance, as<yell
as providing a means to evaluate, categorize, ot‘generalize.

The claimdthat pretests and preqpestions have a beneficial effect
. upon ]earninghcontinues to be empirically supported, al though somewhat
qualified, As Anderson and Biddle (3975), Hartley and Daviesi(]976), -
Levin and Pressley (in press), and Rickards’(|976) sdggesthwith respect
to*]earning from prose, pretests (often in the form of adjunct prquestions)
can have a facilitative effect if the material to be read is difficu}t to.
comggehendw(Hart]ey & Davies, ]976;.Levin & Pressfey,‘in press), and if.
“the geal of the-pretest is to'have students Iearn'only the information

- v

from reading which ijs necessary to answer the pretest questions (Anderson
€ Biddle, 1975), and if the :nformatlon tested on the nretest is among
the mOStvaportant in the text (Rickards, ]976). lf, on the other hand,
the goal is to improve general understanding. and retention of a passage,
pretests and prequestlons tend to have a restricting effect on Ieahnlng
(Anderson &- B;ddie, 1975). One may suppose, therefore, that If students

kriow somethlng about the topfd to be ]earned,'if the materia] to be used

is difficult for them to read, and if the teacher wants students to gain

-
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specific learnings from reading, then either & pretest or prequestions
which test in advance of reading will likely facilitate.subeequent
learning from that text.

Such a claim, however, falls short of addressing the issue of
variability eiross texts, readers, and teachers in the following respects.
First, whatever effects pretests may have, it is doubtful they can over-
come the lack of prerequisite informatijon necessary te process a text.
Logica%ly, a pretest can only be e;peeted to facilitate activation of
existing_knowledge if e'reader has such knoWledée (Bransford; 1979). ¢
Second, pretests and prequestions interact with passeges to produce dif-

' ferential;effects (Richmond, 1976). The reletionehips which existrbefween
queetions and texts ate obviously\coﬁplex and cannet tealfstitally be
Cconsndered outside the purposes for whuch the questuons are posed, as"

well as the purposes For Wthh they are te*preted 'Clearly, the relation-
ship between questions, texts, and the/reader's perception of a question's
intent ;annot_be depicted by simple taxonomies for question types, nor

can such taxonomies be used to generate questions. Unfortunately, most

of the research dealing w:th the facul|tat|ve effects of questuons have
. used taxonomies. based upon such a pretense. Even recent attempts by Herber
(1970,.1978} ann Pearson and Johnson (1978)-tend to be too global with regard
to the relation between a text' and a question and disregerd intentionélﬁty
arising.from the ne]ation between the purpese of a question, the question
g:ven,\the téxt, and the student; the.attempt-by Sinclair and Ceulthard~(1975)’

- to address intencionality tends to impose categories somewhat .too subjectively.

-

¥
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Like research on advance organizers and objectives, research on prequestions
and pretests awaits modification_in light of the development of methods to
assess the characterlstucs of these tasks as well as findiigs which will
take into account and explore the effects of such variables as texts,
teachers, and students.

Prequestions and student-centered/generated purposes. The three pre-

vious subsectione have discussed prereading_in;tructiona] strategies which
tend to be teacher-directed in nature; fon~wh|le they may address student~-
related issues, they are nonetheless generated and/or d|rected on beha]‘
of students rather than by students. We sth to contrast this approach

to activating students' background knowledge with that of student-centered
prequestion;, predictions, and discdssion of purpoSes for-reading As is
the-case with most prereading activ}ties, student-centered prequestlons;
predictions, and dlSCUSSIOﬂ are principally purpose setting in their effect.
The; differ, however, from teaoher-directed preaetivity in that their
intended function is to encourage and make use of spontaneous student
re5ponse in terms of directing both the focus of activity and

its outcome. And,'characteristicaily, these'procedUres result inisome
degree of student-teacher and/or oeer'interaction; as opposed to simpie
exchanges limited to one-way question-response sequences.' In the main,
’student-centered prereading actfvities are based on the notion that such
actnvnty has the potentlal to ‘activate prob]em-so]vnng behavlor--namely,

inquisitiveness as well as the ability and desire to examine ideas and

generate alternatives.

Q0
.
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N " Most basal reading lessons and a number of reading educators advise

teachers to begin with either selected questions or a discussion of the

Y\

story topic designed to facilitate student-teacherAand peer interaction
in the context of the '‘reading lesson." Stauffer's (1969) Directed
Reading-Thinking Activity (DR-TA) is one such procedure where purpose

setting together with interaction are integral. As Stauffer has des-

cribed the approach:

either the reader declares his own purpoces or if he adopts
the purposes of others, he makes certain-how and why he is doing
so. He also speculates about the nature and- complexity of the"
answers he is seeking by using his fullest experience’ and know1-
‘edge relevant to cnrcumstances. Then he reads to test h|s purposes
and assumptions. (Stauffer, 1969, p. 40) ‘ ‘ K

'Another rbcommended strategy, Manzo's (1569) Requect Procedure, uses a
SImple questnonlng format whereby students are given the opportunity. to
generate as well as respond to que;tions based upon a text selection or
a portion of it. The procedung is £ypical]y done in pairs, student-b
teacher or individual students, and as sections from a text: are read
silently, éach participanl in turn poses a number of guestidns based upon

“their reading. | | .

Reséaréh examinin§ fhe efficgcy of proceaures similar tofthose des-
cribed above pfoQidés some support for student-generated questions and
discussion, but little mentian is-made with regard to ejther ihebtype of

text and student for which specific procedures are most appropriate, -or

the extent to whlch the rationa]e for 23ch such procedure is justified.’

5




Teaching Reading Comprehensicn

21

For example, Manzo (1970) and Manzo and Legenza (1975) found genera! sup-
port for the use of the Request Procedure with kindergarten children and
poor readers,. Simi?arly, Bisken, Hoskisson, ard Modlijn (1976) reached
the general conclusnon from their study that first- and thnrd ~grade Tntle .
children Iearned consnderably more from passages taught by the DR-TA
than from listening to the stories without discussion. Davidsen (1970)
and Petre (1970) foqnd avs%milar advantage for the_DR-TA over other
directed reading Ieesons for fourth graders of .different ability groups.
“Outside.the context of research base. or selected strategies, there
has been little support fer the Student- cencereJ approach untii- recentIJ
USIng t.71. ‘mmediate and delayed passage-dependent recall questlons
Chodos, Ge:ld, and Rusch (1977) found that having fourth gradersvgenerate
four §uc=tions from a brief summary of a passage before they read the
vassage sngn»fncantlv |mhroved the students 2arning of that passage
~as well as“their abnllty to maintain what they. had learned. Usnng a
'-paradlgm suggested by Swaby (1977), Schachter (1978) used discussion o
link "to be read text;' with prior experience. Swab'y (1977) had presentec
sixth graders, prior to thenr reading a passage, with a wrntten state-
ment desngned to create a Innk to prior experlence The procedure did
not facilitate comprehensnpn, but Swaby specdlated that a dEScuéejonJef
prior experiences may have had an effect--especially an effect oh infer-

ential eomprehension. Schachter (1978) took Swaby's suggestion and

examined the impact of linking with prior experience through discussijon.
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As predicted, Schachter's procedure yfeided results which refiécted an
enhancement of ipferential comprehension.
in general, research on student-centered prereading activity leaves.

4us with two overriding concerns. First, despite the fact that lnforma]
-prequestlonnng and dnscussnon are widespread classroom practlces, we
could find littie research which examined the. tendency of teachers to

“use the greater opportunity for interaction afforded by informal pre-
questioning and the effect such practice might produce. Together with
Durkin's (7978-79) and Guszak's (1967)=research'desc;ibing teacher questioning
behavior, ''the state of the art! relative to both teaching practice and re-

"sear;h on informal questioning or discuséion is ,ar from encouraging.
Second, the few studies Qe could find examined effects in térms.qf overall
reading achievement rathar than in terms of multiple measures esfab]ished

_ for purposes of examining.the specific rationale by which classropm
methodologies were originally justified. We again find ourselves faced
with a body of research which has yet to addréss the d?fferentiai efficacy

- of specific instructional stratégies intended to focus attention or
activate background knowledge, and at the same time account for the
interaction among reader, text, and teacher variables.

Pictures, prefatory statements, and titles. To what extent do those

text adjuncts described by Hartley and Davies (1976) as content clarifying
improve a readcr's ability to learn from text? While it is clear that

pictures, titles, and prefatory statements can provide relevant contextuai

7
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infofmation and thereby improve comprehension for ambiguous or unclear
passages (Arnold & Brooks, 1976; éransford & Johnson, 1972, 1973; Brans-
ford & McCarrell, 1974), it is less clear whether they are effective aids
when the adjunct rejterates information provided difectly in the prose
(Aulls, 1975). Certainly, no one argues that having students read titles,
prefatory statements, or illustrations makes them better comprehenders in
any general sense (Jenkins & Pany, in press), but there does exist
evidence both to support and disclaim their facilitative effect when
students are readiﬁg'to learn from text.

With respect ;o”pictures, Samuels concluded in 1970 thaq:there was
"almost unanimous agFeement that pictures, whéﬁ used as adjuncts to the
printed-text, do nof‘%aCi{itaté comprehension' (p. 405). .Since that time,
Thomas (1978) investigated the effectiveness of pictorial illustrations
as aqjunct aids in science texts using fourth graders of three'ability

,Ieveis as subje;ts; he found the illustrations to‘have no facilitative
effect. Marr's research in 1979 led her to a similar conclusion, namely,
thét it is often the case that pictures fail to have-a facilitative
éffeét on learning. |

In contrast, a grdWing number of studies have found evidence to the
contrary. Specifically, pictpres have been shown to increase tﬁe Qrose :
learning of: (a) }oung-éhi]dren when their effect is measured in terms

of responses to short-answer questions (Guttman, Levin, & Pressley, 1977;

Lesgold, Levin, Shimron, & Guttmann, 1975; Levin, Bender, & Lesgold, 1976)};
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(b) fourth graders (Peeck, 1974); (c) sixth graders, as measured

by main idea responses (Koenke & Otto, 1969); (d) undergraduates (Dwyer,
1968; Snowman & Cunningnam, i975); and (e) the retarded (Bender g Levin,
1978; Riding & Shore, 197h) These and other studies have led Ruch and
Levin (1977) and Levin and Lesgold (19/8) to argue strongly in support of
the notion that pictures have a facilitative effect on children's tearning
from prose. This éffect is said_to‘be a special effect for pictures,

over and above an effect due to mere repetition of ideas (Levin, Bender,

& Lesgold, 1976). |

The picture becomes murky when one considers that Rasco, Tennyson,

and Boutwell (1975) found a facilitatfve effect for pictures tc be con-
founded with subjects' use of stnateglhs Dwyer (1967, 1968, 1969, 1971,
1972) found that not only were some pnémures more effective than others but
that even wheﬁ pictures were effective, ;hey causeda learners to slow down.
Severai of these studies have used listening rather than Feading modes

and assumed results were generalizable. When Readence and Moote (Not=-3)
meta-aralyzed those studies where pictures were used when subjects read
to learn (as opposed to listening to learn), they found the effect size
for those studies'to be generally positive but nonetheless quite small.
Clearly, pictures do not have an equally facintgtive effect for all
"subjects, (Levin, Divine-Hawkins, Kerst, & GuZtmann, 1974).

It is the differential effect of pictures which leads us to conclude

again that certain students, when reading certain texts for certain purposes
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with certain adjunct aids,'are helped dramatically.by ;hose aids, but
that-such facilitative effects are significantly reduced when no regard

is given to the likelihood of interaction. Indeed, this seems quite
compatible with a conclusion Schallert (in press) recently reached following
a review of the role of i]lustration in prose comprehension. She stated:

where -research has found pictures to be helpful, the
|l]ustrat|ons have seemed to be related to the text in certain
ways. For example, pictures whach represent spatial information
or which are non-redundant with the text and portray information
important to the total ﬁessage are likely to help readers learn
from written material. However, since not all pictures are
FaC|]|tat|ve and some even seem to hamper the readlng process,

it seems veryvumportant to determine the most effective use of
illustration. (in press)

According]y, she suggests.three issues need to be addressed: How might
the information represented in pictufes be measured? What kind of infor-
mation‘shou]d be represented in pictures? How do students read or learn
to read pictﬁres?

Research findings are in a similar state with respect to titles and
prefatory'statements. With children and adults as sﬁbjects, neither
titles nor prefatory statements (Christensen & Stordahl, 1955; Cole, 1977;
Landry, 1966) were found to have a facilitative effect on comprehension.
In cont}aét,'studies by Doctorow, Wittrock, and Marks (1978), as we]]
as Memory (1979) suggest that the inclusion of titles and prefatory

statements provide certain adolescent readers advantages in terms of their

oV -~
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ability to recall and answer selected questions. Unfortunately, in all
but a few studles, we are given only sparse deSCrlptlonS of the adjunct.
as well as the. teacher, text,_and reader varnables. Rarely.Wera wltiple
measures employed to_address systematically the impact of the adjunct

during and after reading.

Guiding Reader/Text Interactions During Reading to Learn

A variety of interventions have teen used by teachers and researchers
in an attempt to influence how readers process text in order to increase
- learning from reading. Among thesze interventions are those adjuncts
and activities which accompany the presentation and processing of the
to-be-learned text. Essentially such-adjuncts 2ng exercises appear to
have a two-fold purpose: increasing the extent to which to-be-learned
materia® is accessible to readers, and improving students' ability to
comprehend to-be-learned. text. We shallmbriefly address each of the

following: inducing imagery, inserted questions,-self-questioning,.oral

reading, lesson frameworks, and study guides.

lnducing Image. y

In an effort to guide reader/text interaction, some researchers have.

attempted to |nduce~readers to |mage cognltlvely the obJects and events
- 7,; H

described in.a prose passage. While such a strategy does not appear to

facilitate learning from text for Ve y young children (Dunham & Levin,

in press) or even ado]escent LMR students (Bender & Levin, 1978), it may be

&
&
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that these students cannot image on command or that they. do not learn well
from pictures (Levin, Duvune-Hawkuns “t» & Gutumann, 1974). This
seems qu1te Iukely, since a number of studiec =monstrate that careful
instructions and/or training to image can improve prose learninr of
third (Lesgold, McCormick, % Go]inkoff. 1975; Pressley, 1976, 1977),
fourth (Lesgold, McCormlck & Golinkoff, 1975 Levin, 1973), tifth,
and sixth (Kulhavy & Swenson, 1975 Pressley, 1977) graders. Other studies
have found a facilitative effect for readers imaging on reading to learn
wi th twelfth graders (Anderson & Kulhavy, 1972) and college students
(Steingart & Glock, 1979) While it must‘be noted that there are |magery°
indueing strategies which do not help learning from;text (Tirre, Manelis,
&‘Leicht, 1979), that with longer passages it is difficult to get readers
to maintain an imagnng strategy (Anderson & Kulhavy, 1972), and that
some students who do not learn wetl from pictures do not seem to benefit
from imaging (Levin, Divine-Hawkins, Kerst, & Guttmann, IS?&), it seems
fair to conclude that induefng imagery is likely to increase learning
from text for selected students in and above grade 3,

Id 19?1 -Paivio expressed concern for the fact that |magery researchers
could only speculate about the |nstruct|onal effects of |magery In
]980 there is sufficient data for educators to be optamlstlc that imaging
is provnng effectnve However, given that most increases in learning
from prose due to inducing imagery are slight, and given that some

students apparently have difficulty imaging, more research needs to be

2
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conducted in which the foTlowing»app]y: (a) effects are examined
differentially and judiciously, and (b) care is taken to determine and
describe how well imagery. i induced. 0f relevance to classroom implementa-
tion, researsh needs to examine whether the effectjveness of im ging can be

extended to students readihg different texis of varying length within the

realm of school-related purposes.

Iinserted Questions

Providing students w:th questlons durung readnng is a common iof
structional practnce. In an attempt to guide students' readung of a
text selection; teachers frequently stop students who are in the process
of reeding to pose a number of text-related questions. These questions
‘are oftea either retroactive in nature, requiring the. reader fo refer to
something just read, o- proactive, requiring the reader to read ahead
in order to search out an answer or confirm a prediction.

Research seems tc bear out teachers!' intuitions concerning the facili-
tative effect of inserted questions. Hershberger's (1964) original study
and Rothkopf's follow-up work (1966) here not only provided a great deal
of research impetus in‘the area of questioning,>but also have somewhat .
c]arified.the role of inserted questions in reading to learn. Hershberger's
(]964) original |nvest|gat|on reported that students given self-eva]uatlve
review questions outperformed a control group on agposttest based on

those same questions. This issue- has since been examined by Rothkopf B

(1966, 1971, 1972a), who initiated a number of studies addressing the

o
o
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direct influence of questions inserted in text. Rothkopf's line of
research and methodology prompted a rash of inveetigations ﬁggyd, 1973;
Frase, 1967, 1968; Frase, Patrick, & Schumer, 1970; McGaw*gxﬁrote}uesghen,
1972; Rothkopf & Bisbicos, 1967; Rothkopf & Bloom, 1970; Snowman &

Cunningham, 1975) which, with few exceptions, confirm that students

responding to inserted factual questions perform better on those same

questions given as a posttest than students who only read the text passage.

Further, when the questions which are given involve applying information
gleaned from text, students whe-respond to the.questions both in the
'ineerted and- the posttest situations perform better on not only the appli-
cation questions but others as well (Watts & Anderson, ]971).

of fnteresf to equators, however, is not just the fact that }nserted
questions have an effect. Since the strategy is used by a great ‘many
teachers on a day-to-day basis, it seems imperative that thelr use be
examined more closely. The available research provides only partial in-
formation on the value of inserted questions across different texts and
purposes for reading, especially if time on task is held constant (Carver
1972) Only a limited number of studues have addressed the type of
attention-focuslng functions |nserted questions prompt as well as the
extent to which learning is tied to attention or vice versa {(Britton,
Westbrook, & Holdredge, 1978; Reynolds & Anderson, 1980; Reynolds, Standi-

, ford, & Anderson, 1979). Too few studies have examined the effective-

ness of.using questions within classroom settings--for example, their
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value with repeated use, and the worth of .questions tied to a rationale

model of the text or reader, for example, sets of interrelated questions.

Self-Questioning

In an'éar]iér section we agdressed self-questioning and purpose-seiting
strategies as they occur in prereading situations. We shall now extend
that discussion to include literature which deals with self-questioning
during readidg. |

Reséarch-based information on ée]f-generated qdestions is not dn]y
conflicting but far f rom complete. Studies by Duell (197h)\and Morse (1976)
demonstrated fhat college students induced to,self-question'@éd ﬁd advantage
over other students not induced. to questfon, while André gﬁd Anderson (1978-
79), Frase and Schwartz (i975), Schermcrhorn, Gd]dschmié, and Shore (1975),
;nd Weiner (Note 4) found reason to support their use. Indeed, results of
selected studies are encouraging; however, there are a ﬁumber of }easons why
a more comprehensiVe and rigorous research program is nggded\to iﬁVéstigate
further the effects of self-éuestioning as a prose leafﬁing E{rategy.
‘tirst, very few studies to date have trained students to ask
questions or given them the opportuniiy to practice that strategy. In
‘those studies where training did take b]ace, peer training prgcedures
Qefe most often used. Second, in some instances, the instructions whiﬁh
were given to students séverely ]imited.the types of questions stﬁdents
would tend to ask. This criticism would hold with respect to both the
Frase and Schwartz (1975) study, where students were.required to identify

those lines from the text that contained answers to their questions, as

e
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we]] as the Weiner .(jiote 4) study, where students were asked to generate a
sungu]ar set of question types across dlfferent texts, with iice. regar«
~for the ldlosyncratlc purposes for which the students mlght be reading.
Tblrd, and typical of reading comprehen;uon instructional studies, very
few self-questioning studies have used more than a single aehievement
measure to assess the effectiveness of a se]f-questioning'strategy. And
no study was found to use text analysis methodology for the purposes of
indicating the different types of inferences students geherated. Fourth.
a majority of the studies falled to use a sufficient number of comparison
‘groups to separate out the effects ofvhaving students generate questions.
In summary, as Weiner (Note 4) has suggested in the conclus‘on of her
paper, " analyznng training programs, comparing various types of strategies,
and uang muitiple comparison groups and different measures of effect
across ;\variety of text® are essentia] if we are tb make explicit what has

only beeﬁ\fmplied about the strategy‘of self-questioning.
\ .
‘\ .

Oral Readgng, Lesson Frameworks, and Study Guides

\
While\questioning strategies are undoubtedly the most widespread
: \
approach to{guiding student-text interactions during reading to learn,
' \
with imagerf inducing strategies being much ]ess commnon, there are count-

less other aUJunct devices and practices suggested in the literature.
!
‘We will briefly comment upon three which are frequently recommended- for
‘ - S
& .
classroom use} oral reading, lesson frameworks, and study guides.

tral_reading. When students find a textbook difficult to read,

teachers often ask that those students read the textbook aloud. This is
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not only an observed classroom practice, bﬁt one to which teachers readily
admi t. Reéearch on oral reading as a stirategy is sparse and equivocal,
although there exists s sl}gh; edge invfawor of oral reading over silent?
reading for purposes of conprehen-ion. Pou'*on and Brown (1967) and
Rogers (1937) found no differences between I-..aing frc. tex .. .ro
reading as compared with silent reading, whi!-bA,?lins'(ISGI) Elaart
(1978), Graham {1979), and Rowell {1976), all found compreFenqunr ad
‘retention to be superior after ora] readlnq for students at severa] dif-
ferent age Ieve]s. There were no studle, found whuch examined the
dnfferentnal effects oral rsading might tave had upon recall of explicit
and lnkely-to be-inferred information : .ross texts read for different
purposes by students_of.varying abiiities. Nc . n any found te ~44ress
the.]ong-term effects of oral versus silent reading in classrooms where
boredpm, inatténtion, and other factors hight mediate the apparent
superiority of oral reading.

Lesson framewo.ks.. Lesson frameworks, including the Directed Reading

Activity (Betts, 1946), the Directed Reading-Thinking Activity (Stauffer,
1969), and the Guided Reading Procedure (Manzo, ]975), are frequently
recommended to reading and content ‘teachers as strategies for aldlng |
students in their efforts to learn from text. While they are desngned

to provide readers with a way to approach a text, they are as much an aid
to ‘teachers as to students.'*Unfortunate]y, there is a dearth of research
based on these practices, little to either susport or refute their use.

- In two experiments with seventh-grade poor readers in a gecgraphy éiass,

37
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Bean and Pardi (1979) found better learn’hg Yrom text when the Gnided
Reading Procedure was used in combination with prereading assessment

and structured discussion. As repotted earlier Biskin, Hoskisson, and
Modlin (1976) found that first- end third-grade Title | students remembered
story elements better after being taught a‘Directed Reading-Thinking
Actuvnty than after llstenung to the stories without duscussnon Also,

as reported earluer, Davidson (1970) and Petre (1970) examined student
.responses and found results which favored the Directed Reading-Thinking
Activity over the Directed Reading Activity with fourth graders--especia]]y_
higher-ability students. Gijven, however, the limited amount of research

examunnng these strategies, there is ]uttie to prompt any general or

“7;d|fferent|a] suggestions regarding either the constructuon or implementa-

tion of these strategles.

Study guides. Study guides are widely advocated adjuncts to textbook

material, particularly content area text. As described by Earle (1969c)
and Herber (]970, 1978) study guides use various adjunct activities and
questions to structure as well as guide students® reading of difficult.
subject-hatter prose. It is the purpose of a study guide to facilftate'
readers' understanding of text content while improving their ability to
deal with pattefns of ideas (cause-effect; comparison and contrast;
sequence or tlme-order, and simple ]lstlng) as well as levels of text
presentation. While thaie is not an extensive body of research on the ,

effectiveness of study guides at this time, several studies |nVOIV|ng§
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some pefmutétions of this methodology have produced 2ncouraging but
aifferentia] results. Némely,‘for some subjects‘on some variables with
se]ected~tex£s, study guides have proven effective~(Bergét, 1977; Carney, 1577;
Esr2s, 13970, 1973; Maxon, 1979; Phelphs, 1979; Riley, 1979; Vacca, 1977). With
the growth of interest in catalogfnq‘téxt characteristics, as well as describing
?readerS'.inferences with and without adjuncts, research should be forth-

| coming which w?]l provide the differential information néeded to examipe
those intuitions which prompfed Herber's and Earle's original- rationales

‘for study guides. At the present, however; we are far from knowing how
differept types of guideé.might and should be developedkto facilitaté
prescribed readiné outcomes.

Teacher Interventions Following Reading to Learn

!

There undoubtedly exists as much variabi]ity'émong teacher inter-

ventions following reading (postreading activitiés) as between postreading
agtivities and those which we have set apart frﬁm th;m, hameiy, prereading
activities and interventions for guiding reader/tegt interactionsvduring
reading. THis state of affairs seems reasonable, since postreading
éctivities have comé to imply anythingifrom‘réca]] exercises tied ex~
clusively to explicit information in the text, to long-term projects of

an applied nature, whicﬁ may be onjy.tahgentially related to what has

Been read. Under the assumﬁtion that such activities willuprovide for

the retention, reinforcement, extension and/or application of previous

learnings ‘from text, teachers are frequently encouraged to consider
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postreading activity an integral ;art of reading to learn. A perusal

of most basal reading material, content area texts and lesson frameworks
will confirm this. Thg notion of postreading éctivity raises the issue
of whether intervention.occurriné after the fact has any influence upon
student performance. Furthermore, do they do what they purport to do?
We will attempt to pursue these issues as we address the effects of a

select group of postreading strategies: postquestions, feedback, and

discussion.

Postquestions

Anydne who has visited public school ciassrooﬁs very much wil]'recog-
nize this scenario: Students are assigned to read a seléction from a
textbook, either in class or for “homewqu”; the teacher then asks a
series of oral questions based on that selection which the students
answer orally, ggnera]]y with their books closed; at some later time the
students take a test which includes questions based on that sé]ectidn.

Experimental results addressing the effect of postquest.ons upon
student learningAis quite conditional, as one would suspect. As ig the
case of inserted questions, students‘respondfng to postdues&ions perform
better on those same questions given as a test than students who only
reéd‘tge text passage. Similar instances of the facilitative effect of
postcuestions on ''intentional learning' is reported by.Anderson and

Biddle (1975) to have occurred in 37“out of 40 such studies they examined.
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Results in the context of.”incidentalf'fl Tearning, however, are much more
equivocal. While Anderson and 8iddie (1975) reported that z6 out of 39-
studies foiind a facilitative effect of postquestions on new questions
appearing on a later test, they did demonstrate that_the.size of this
effect was less than dramatic. in‘addition; others suggest that post-

questions might under some circumstances have a restricted effect on

;*~///fncidehtal learning (Frase, 1975; Hiller, 1974;-Rothkobf, I1972b; Sagaria &

s

DiVesta, 1978).
Another factor related to the issue of postquestioning is that of

question type. Rickards (1976) found that postquestions derived from

.information with high structural |mportance in a selectlon facilitated

intentional ]earninq from text; however, questions based on |nformation

of Tow structural importance did not. Watts and Anderson (1971} and

Rickards and Hatcher (1977 78) suggest that appllcatnon~typ'= or meanlngful-

Iearnlng questlons fac:litate intentional learning while rota learning
questions do not. Friedman (1977) and Yosz, Avila, and Vexler (]977)
report that “hngher—level” questions produce a greater ]earnlng effect
than “lower-leveI” questions. Biskin, Hoskisson, and Medlin (1976) con-
sider roflectuve questlons, auch as those used by the Great Books
Fcandation (1967) tofenhanee comprehension‘and retention of stories.
Mt is less c¢lear what other factors might interact with the effect

o* postquestioniﬁg upin leafning. ‘Richmond (1976) found the effect dif-

' fered across passayes. Watts (1973) found the effect diminished as the

MRS
-
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time inc}eased betwgen postquesfioning and testing. Shaveison, Berliner,
Ravitch, and Loeding (1974) found better readers gained much less than
poorer readers from postquestioning. |

Based on what evidence we do have, however, it seems reasonable to
conclude that if teachers use text materials which studénts find chai]enging,
if teachers know specffically what they want students to Iearé from that ‘
material, and if Qhat teachers want students to learn is information which
‘the author also-deems impqrtant, it is likely that teaéhers can facilitate
learning by asking application-type or inference queétions based on such
text-derived informatiod, assuming such facilitation is measured by a
test which asks the same questionz and assuming little time elapses
betwgeh postquestioning and tesfing. Of relevance to classrooms, however,
very few studies have examined the valﬁe of sets of related questions tied
to either the pedagogical assumptlons inherent within published reading
programs or the discourse flow witkin texts, for example, sets of questions

related to the events within a story,

b

Feedback
Nhen studéﬁts answer questioﬁs or take posttests based on what they
have read;uteachers typjéally prov}de féedback,‘that is, ]ef students know
how well- they hévejberfqrmed. In general, research’suppOrts this praétice.'
E. Gagné (1978), Kulhavy (1977), and LaPorte and V655 (1975) all conclude
that feedback which occurs subsequent to postqueétlons or pdstte;ts fegu]ts

A

in greater gains in learning than when feedback does not follow such
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activity. Tﬁz timing of such feedback, however, does not appear to be a
significant factor (E. Gagne, 1978; Kulhavy, 1977). Rather, it is the
quality of' feedback which most oft;n results in its differential effects.
While fhis may seein contra-intuitive, Kulhavy (1977) notes fhat it is
feedback following wrong answers which hasvthe most dramatic effect on
learning. !n fact, LaPorte and Voss (197S) found that feedback did not
increase students' learning for ques;iOns correctly answered, but dfd

for those questions which were incorrectly answered. Further, Barrihger
and—hholébn (1979) have shown verbsl feedback to be consistently superior
to tangible feedback w!th respect to conceptual learning, but as Kulhavy
(1977) has pofated out, if students can cheat (obtain feedback before
answeringvthe questions) or if material is too difficu]t, feedback will
~matter little if af all. These findings as they stand are quite inéer-
esting. It would be useful, however, to extend this research to address
the influence of feedback upon on-1ine processing of different texts
including, for exampl'e, an examination of thé influence of feedback upon
students wi th different predispositions, varying ﬁégrees of certainty,

alternative purposes and divergent on-1line processing te:dencies.

Group and Whole-Class Discussions

Beyond post-questioning and feedback, there are numerous other post
reading strategies teachers use as a means of facilitating reading to
learn.- Discussion bears spécific mention as it surfaces in some form or

another during a great ﬁany of them.‘ From the initiation of group projects
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to the cu]mination of such fndividua]'pursuits as book rleews, teachers
frequently either schedule group discussion of some preread text or
assign projects which will necessitate interaction to some degree.
Supporf for the use of discussion as a strategy to increase learning from

text emerges, but quite indirectly, through research related to group
disCussion.

A study which examined the use of guide material and small group dis-
cussion with social studies text led Estes (1970, 1973) to suggest there were
no direct benefits frcm small group discussions. ln contrast, a study by
Vacca (1977) which |ncorpor?tﬂd the use of group dISCUSSion, claimed that
group discussion together with the specitic text material and study gunde
upon which it was based was both productive and benefncua] in terms of '
the student's acquisition of context. And Barron and Melnick §]973),
in a longitudinal vocabulary study.in the area of bie109y,~a]luded to
the differential effectiveness of‘teacher;]ed full-class discussion and
vstueent-]ed sma]]-group discussion They suggested that both the fu]]-
c]ass dnscussnon and the small-group discussion were better. than no
discussion, bur that whole-class discussion tended to be easier to
operationall*e given specnflc guidelines and & purpose for the discussnon

lntuitive]y it would seem that the effects uf dlscussion, when it

occurs as part of some larger post-actanty, are-confounded sorewhat
. due ‘to the likelihood that discussion facilitates some esnects of the

"aactivity and the activity in'turn'feeds into discussion. Further, the
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effects of discussion as a postreading activity in'and of itself have yet
to be fuily"addressed. Researchers should, therefore, be encouraged to
examine discussion's jnfluence upon reading to iearn, remaining cognizant
of both the significance of discussion in light of other classroom strate-
gies and the nature of readerftext-teacher interactions. This implies
systematically measuring the impact of the text before, during, and after
discussion as wel! as the cnarﬂcteristics of the group, for example

cohesiveness, composition, and goals. -

General Comments on Increasing Learning from Text/Prose

YD

A variet;mo? interventions have been used by tsachers and researchers

‘in an attempt to influence how readers process text4in order‘tu increase
- learning from text. A nunber of studies have examinedAthe influence

upon -student learning of a variety of crienting strategies,‘guided reading
procedures and postreading activities. - Attempts to.synthesize the findings
.from these studies haVe tended to reach the same conclusion (Hartley &
Davies, 19/6 Levnn & Pressley, in press). As stated by Levin and Pressley,
"alerting students to exactly what it is they are to learn Is generally
'more'efficient than‘]eaving them in the da'k”.(in press). Our synthesis
would Seem to suggest that teachers who do attempt to focus attention,
bulid or activate students' existingrknowledge before students read

to learn; especially those teachers who take a student-centered .
apprbach to activation will probably experience more success tnan those

who do not. Likﬂwise, teacher interventions designed to guude reader/text'

interactions during reading as well as_teacher-directed ppstreading

oy
-
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practices are usually better than no guidance or no postreading activi-

ties. Unfortunately, beyond these general guidelines the |mp]icat|ons cne

can draw from the research to date suffers from being over]y global when, to

thoroughly understand practice, we need to examine it carefully and dif-
ferentially.  suffice it to say that WhateVer positive effects practices’
or strateglee tend to have, in general, their effects sre likely to be
fragile across such variables as texts, teachers, and students. The

research thus far seems to gross]y overgeneralnze whi]e underestlmatnng

the comp]exnty of the teacher, text, and task variables involved. The

means which have been used to deve]op, describe, -and implement research
on these practices are linlted in terms of describing the relationship
of the strategy or adjunct to different texta, readers, or teachers.
Very.few,studies havb systematically addressed~permutatione of strategies

across a varnety of text situatiows, readers, and teaching ‘methodologies.

In thns regard, lthe~comp]exity of tne_relatlonshlp between intervention
and-learning, especially classrocm'learning,leither has not been addressed
or has been oversimo]itied to the point ot distortion. Further, most
stddiea have restricted their measurement of 2ffects to a singie posttest'
measure. Long-term retention and on-line measures have gone vnrtually un-
explored It Is this state of aFfairs, al though. disconcert!ng, which

points to the problemﬁ |ncurred in doing research on reading comprehensnon

instruction, . but, at the same time, tke most interesting research possi-

1

bi]lties still 'to be, explored _ ‘ ‘ .

1 . R

g
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INCREASING ABILITY TO LEARN'FRBM TEXT/PROSE
A principal question in research on iearnnng from text/prose is,
' “What teacher interventions before, during, and/or after reading can
increase what students learn from their reading beyond what they mlght
learn when reading without such interventjon?' A principal questionAin
research on improving students' ability to comprehend what they read is,

'What teacher interventions can increase students' ability to comprehend

orllearn from new passages ig?ﬁii&?ffg?}MEQHQDEJEQ_thQ.SIUdGHtS)NbGYOHd S

the Increase which might occur .when students read Independently?"
Clearly, the concern here is with transfer: Can students be taught
knowledge, skills, or strategies wﬁich will transfer to their reading

of passages not used in lessons with them?

In one sense, any study on reading can bo viewed as“é“BotEﬁtfal
source for instructional imp1icationékmin which case the term '"instructional
research an reading' is synonémous with the term “reseorch in roadlng."'
f, however; itis worthwhi!e’tO«distingulsh'between the two, then
instructional research must be chara zerized és that whicm;tends toward
more direct and obvious implications for reading instruction than those
studies whose onlyVIWnk to instruotlon IS'thot,subjeots read text. Cer;
tainly, it Is‘important to know what the characteristics of good ahé poor
readeré_aré and what the oharacteristics of comprehensiblé‘texts are.-

Further, it is Important to know how classrooms - function during readlng

instruction and the nature of practlces presently In use. It seems,

47
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however, that such knowledge is only useful when it is examingd in the
context of what causes reaaers to comprehend Better.than they would under
other circumsta;ces.

You will recall that throughout our discussion of ""Increasing Learning
From Text/Prose,' we consistently recommended that research address the
various effects of treatments across reader, text, and teacher variables.
This is both a call for a number of research replications and extensions
_in the cass of -those treatments which are already shown tb have positive
-effects upon students' learning while reading, as well as a call for more
instructionally sensitive design;. Unfortunately, a recommendation for
replication is not vet possible with respect to treatments designed to

improve reading comprehension ability for untaught passages, because a

fthbrdughm;;;};H”;fugﬁél5i{ératﬁre‘has revealed that, despftg a few excep~
tions, "in the wordslbf Gertrude Stein, 'there isn'f any“there-there.”
We perceive this rather unsetfling state of affairs to be the outcome of
certain condiéiqns. First, while it-is the case that many studies have
igvestigated differences befween good and poor readers or between g§od
and better szaders, almost all such sfudies have been correlational in

nature. As a result, these studies tend to-focus on differences which

“themselves merely covary with the real causes for différence, or they

focus on differences which are in actuality differences between.readers
and not differences in the effect a strategy may have upon readers'

abifity,to comprehend. Second,-while a handful of,studies.over the past

[
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decade havé i&yestigated the effects of treatment on transfer paésages,
'Véry few intluded a, control group whichvread the treatment passages
when passages were part of the treatment. Calling for such. causal design
research would not seem radical, since such designs have been employed
in learnlng from text studles and word identification studies (Cunnsngham,
1975-76, 1879). . And ‘third, while it is also true ‘that a host of studies
have used one or two group designs to.investigate the effect of’reading
programs on students' standardized test pérfofmance, it i; impos;ible to
determine if the instructional components of these programé were responsible
for whatever differences were observed, due to the variability across
programs with respect to materials, grouping patterns, inservice training
7“for teachers, and parenf invo]vément. 0f course, if'there existed a
body of literature showing the efficacy of a particulaf practice while
isolatipg the causal effects of ;hat practice, then looking at stUdies
evaluating programs which include that practice might aad some additional
support for it.}.However, in the absence of such causal research on
instructional practfceé fbr improving:comprehension ability, it can
.only be concluded that such program evaluationléfudies are worthless.

This situation has placed us in avdilemma: Do we examine inétructional
research in terms of how questions have traditionally been pursuéd, f.e.,
program evaluation reseacch and good and poor reader paradfgms? Or do
we attempt to outline a few studles which meet our qualification;fés a

means of discussing how we perceive that ‘instructional research in reading

49
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-ought to be conducted? In the name of a constructive approach, we have
chosen the second course, and for this purpose, taken our direction from

what has more recently been termed '"process' research.

i

" “Some Directions for Research in Reading Comprehension Instruction

Over the past decade, text analysis research, schema theory research,
and classroom observation/ethnographic studiesmnave enabi/d us, @s never
before, to describe and explain how texts, readers and classrooms function.
Although process research is rarely prescriptlve, it does explicate existlng
conditions and in turn assists us in the development of research desigrs
which reflect in a more realistlc sense the array of variables at play
in any instrictional environment and thereby allow us to plan a reasonabie
agenda for carrying out instroctiOnal research. Consider the reseach
efforts which have been and are being conducted in the area of metacompre-

hension and inference training as well as in the area of meeting the text-

based needs of -readers.

Metacomprehension and Inference Training]

The results from metacomprehension studies and stgdies of the infer-
ential behavior of readers suggest that many readers, especially young or
poor readers, often have an uncleat concept about what reading is, do not
know how to cope'with some of the task demands of reading, and often have

difficulty generating inferences for complex exposition, as well as inte-

grating information and identifying maln iaeas A study by Pace (1979)




Teaching Reading Comprehension

ke

suggested that lower elementary age children, when compared with their
older peers, tend to be less aware of their own level of unaefstanéing
and of the possible resources they might use. Paris (1975) found.young
children are less ‘able to relate thejr'OWn background experience in the
pDOCes§ of iﬁferencing.' Tierney, Bridge, and Cera'(1978~79) found that
pobﬁ third-grade readers were less able to integrate information or genefate
connectérs for logically related propositié%s than ggoq third-grade
readers. Studies by Brown and Smiley (1977), Otto,‘Barrett, and Koenke
(1969), and ‘Smiley, Oakley, Worthen, Campione, and Brow: (197%) haQe sug-
gested thét main idea extraction is difficult for retarded children as
well a3 young and poor readers.— Markman (1977) has.demonstratedvthatA
Achlldren in grades 1 through 3, when giéen inccmplete directions, appear “
to be insensitive to their failure to compréhénd. Kreut zer, Leonard,~"
and Flavell (1975) have demonstrated that children have diFfICUlty dis-
fingulshing betwee; task_démands; for example, gist aqd verbatim recal]-
type demands. More'recently, Rabhael, wlnoéréd; ;nd Pears;n 11986) noted
that the ability of good and poor readers to idéntify a sérategy for
answering a question was related to their performance in answering the
duestions.. |

F;om the point of vié& of the reseafther interested in fnterventibn,
the emergencs of metacamprehension and inference stddies is ﬁoteﬁtially
*expiting, since these studies provide tEe basis for?deterﬁihing whether ~

or not inferencing ability or metacomprehension can be improved. 'In turn,’

 51 :_.




—_—

* Teaching Reading Comprehension

47

thfs"FeseaTch-raisés\the“jssue: Can students learn to learn? That is,

———

——
—_——

can students be taught knowledge, skills, or stfategfes‘which~will_transfer
to their reading of unfamiliar passages? In pursuit of these questions,

a number of recent-research efforts have attempted to examine the efficacy

——

of ;nterventions intended to nmprove such abllutues We will describe
three such studies.

A study_by Hansen (1979) examined the effectiveness of two intervention
technique; intended‘to'Increase the inferential comprehension ability of

second gﬁaders. Based upon the work of schema theorists (Anderson,

|

_ Reynolds} Schallert, &' Goetz, 1977; Neisser, 1976) and studies by Trabasso,

— Parls, Brown, and others (Brown, 1977; Paris & LIndauer ]976 Riley &

Trabasso, 1974; Omanson Narren, & Trabasso Note 5)., Hansen set up three treat;
ment gr%ups A strategy group focused on integrating text and background
know]edge prior to reading. A question group received a “steady diet" 01
}nferentua] questions. The contro] group recered a mixture of literal and
inferential questions. After 10 storles ‘across a ho -day period, Hansen's

treatments were tested on a variety of measures, including passages in-

tended [to assess the transfer value of the traln.ng In genera], the

results she obtained reflected a rather locallzed effect due to the treat-l

‘ment conditions, and luttle effect as measured on transfer tasks In an

1
effort to rationa]ize these results, Hansen questioned whether or not it

was neasonable to expect students to spontaneously app]y ‘the traInlng
] _

stra egles.
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‘The second study, by Gordon (1979), looked into the effects of infer-
ence.training upon the fesponses of\hz fifth graders. Specifically,

Gordon, compared the effects of two intervention strategies directed at

improving'the"readers'~abJJJIy to  engage prior knowledge and. utilize

- —

text cues. One treatment focused on bui]ding prior knowTedge\for e R
1nstructiona] se]ections along with an awareness of text structures. The
‘ second treatment focused on providing students with strategies for
‘inferrlng. A control ‘group received a ”]anguage-related“ curricu]um
In general, the results Gordon obtained favored the lnference strategy
group, especially on the transfer tasks--that is, the delayed posttests.
As Gordon rationailzed, this treatment group '"had the advantage through-
__the use. of a metacognitlve strategy which fhowed them when and how to
draw on relevant schemata’ (p. 220).
A .third study, completed by Day (]980) and reported by Brown,;Campione,
.1'and Day (Note 6), studied the effectiveness of summarization training with |
and without explicit cuing.> Speciflcally, co]]eoe stulents were given
either: (a) encouragoment to summarize and capture main ideas, (b) in-
structions for modeling certain ru]es, (c) |nstructions for modellng
certain | rules and encouragement or (d) instruction for mode]ing certain }
ru]es and ru]es for using these rules. Across pre- and posttest measures;
Day found that providing students ruleS’for summarizing inf]uenced~the
students abi]ities to summariZe, detect main ideas and delete trivial

information, but the influence of this training varied with the soph;sti-

cation of the students. In other words, al though all students profited
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from the training conditions, less sophisticated students (students with

i

writing problems) needed more explicit training (i.e., traihfng in the

rules and their application). As Brown, Campione, and Day reparted:

Training results in greater use of the rules, and improvement
is effected with less explicit instruction with more advanced
students. For those scudents with more severe learning problems,

tralnlng results in léss improvement and more exp]uc:t traunlng

is needed*before we can get any effect of tralnlng (p. 16)

In response to the question, '"Can students‘bE*taught,kngyledge, skills

or strategies which will transfer to their reading of passages not used

in lessons with them?", the findings of all three studies suggest it can
be done, provided a great deal of care and thought go into the questions
to be addressed, the operationalization of treatments, and the measurement
of effeets; In other words, it iz clear that integral to the suécess of
such endeavors, .researchers must specify questions sensitive to studentsf

b

needs and-abilities across a variety of differeht reading tasks, deve?ﬁp treatf

tments which depict variations of a desnred qua]lty (such as, exp]ncntness)

and devnse methods Which measure potentia] ‘effects. Treatments must in

some sense reflect the researcher s specific goals, and assessment whlle‘
consistent with treatment objectives, must be capable of providing djf-
ferential informatnon and detecting transfer effects. The fact that all
three studnes reviewed in this subsection demonstrated some measure of

success is a testimony to the potential payoﬁfs of detailed p]anning,‘

preparation, and implementation.
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heeting Text-Based-Needs of Readers

That area of research which explores the relatlonship between text
"haracterastics and- reading” comprehension promises to be equally as |
signlfncant as that of |nference and netacomprehension, for it leads us
to address the complement of reader-based needs, namely, readers'ftextf
based needs. Given that certain readers have difficulty deaiiné with
certain text features, there hashbeen a tendency for researchers to
subscribe to one of two oostures: ei ther pursue instruction which will
assist readers with these texts, or develop text in such a way as to
avoid‘such difficulties. It is those studies adopting the former approach
which are a potential source'of fnstructiona] implications for improvfng |
the ablllty of readers -to comprehend or learn from passages not taught
We wil] consider two sets of such studies.

The first.set addresses the strategy of sentence combining/reduction.

As Pearson stated in a recent paper entitled, Text Structure and Reading

Comprehens ion, _ . R S

Perhapsfthe-most obvious attempt to determine the_influencehof
direct instruction in the microstructure of text upon ‘compre-~
“hension has been in the tradition of sertence-combining research

(in press)
Disenchanted with the methodology associated with teachfng writing via
formal grammar, but nonetheless encouraged by the lnterrelationshups shown-
to exist between syntax and readnng, many have come to acclanm sentence-

combining as a potential means for |mprovlng both writing and reading
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comprehension (Combs, 1975; Mellon, 1969; 0'Hare, 1973). In terms of

- improving reading comprehension, sentence-combining and its more ¥ecent

couriterpart, sentence reduction (Ney,.1976), is based upon the assumption
that sensitizing students to the methods by which Ideas are expressed

and related in text will likely develop their ability to-comprehend text

structures. UnFortunately, attempts to validate these notions have pro-

duced what we wouid consider 1imi ted resuits, due to whatvne perceive to

be a fallure on the part of researchers to reflect upon those situations

and measures which training in sentence~combining would most Ilkely in-

_ fluence. A study by Straw (1979) is an appropriate example. Straw

attempted to examine the influence ofisentence-combining and sentence-

reduction upon the reading comprehensnon of 124 fourth graders. After a

- five-week tralnlng period for one-half hour daniy, Straw found his training

to have posttnve effects upon cloze test results but no influence on the

resuits of .a standardlzed reading test Howie (1979) conducted a similar

'study with ninth graders and obtained no. impact upon cloze readlng performance

“nor any signlficant gains on the Gray Oral Readlng Test. - Howie attempted to

ratuonainze these results by questnonnng whether the influence of sentence-
combindng upon reading can be measured.

Unlike sentence combining/reduction research which has come out of a
writing tradition, -the second set of studies evolved from more recent develop-
ments in the area ot text analysis; in particular, those text analysis
procedures which attempt to provide a diagrammatic_representation for

the patterns of ideas represented within text. Four such thrusts,
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Networking (Daneereau, 1979) Mapping (Anderson, 1978) ~qunchartlng

(Geva, 1980), and Rhetorical Structures (Meyer, 1975) | havé been adapted
for use as instructional tools. ln this context, students use text cues’
to“define the fundamental relationships as they manifest themselves in
exposltdryrtext FIOWCharting, networklng, and mapeing requlire students to
- diagram how the ldeas and thelr relationships are represented within text;
rhetorncal structurnng requires students to label these patterns as well
as identlfy the.hierarehy of ideas. Apart from these three;approachee,'a
more common classroom strategy for schematically representing collected key
ideas, their interrelatlonshlps;-and subordinates ls'the'structured overview
" (Barron, 1969; Earle, 1969a). Used as a prereadlng or postreadlng activity,
the structured overvnew frequently serves as a device for presentlng or
organizing the key ideas from a textbook unit in a dlagrammatlc form.

There is lnttle research to date which addresses the transfer value

of etrategnes such as those we have just described. Studies examining
mapplné (Armbruster & Anderson, 1980) and the creation of structured
overvleWs (Baker, 1977; Barron, 197¢; Berget, 1977; Earle, l969b 1973; .
Estes, Mills, & Barron, 1969; Vacca, 1977; walker, 1979) have yet to
address whether such strategies have any transfer value to passages
which are not mapped or overviewed. (A fuller discussion of research -
dealing with the utility of structured overviews is provided in the ;ub-

section, Advance organlzers.) Nonetheless, studles by Bartlett (1978)

Dansereau, Hclley, and Collins (Mote 7), and Geva (1980) have provnded some

data supporting the transfer value of tralnlng in such strategnes
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Bartlett, for"examp}e, examined the—effects of teaching-ninth graders
<jto recognuze commonly found rhetorncal structures on their ability to
identify and use these structures in their own recall protocols and the
‘amount of |nformation.they could remember. The instruction focused on
how to ndentlfy and use four commonly found top-]evel structures in
classroom text “Special aids for ndentnfyung the top-level structure
were faded out over the week of inétrﬁction, whf]eethe passages studied be-
cahe inereasin919 more complex. Students in the tratnnng group and control .
'group read. and recalled passages prnor to traunnng, one day after the
training program ard three weeks after the comp]etion of the program.

The instruction resulted in" significantly increased use and identifica-

I

tion of the top-level structure a%,wel] u4s almost a doubling ih the
amount of "information recalled by the training group on the posttest
measures.
In response to the euestion, "What would it mean to find that text
fructure nnfluences comprehen510n?”, Pearson (in press) stated

That text structure 1nfluences comprehensuon “ « . is not .
an issue; what is an issue ': the precise way in which the
influences are'exerted,'why :me influences exist, and what the
influences have to say about practical matters of teaching and

writing instructional material. (in press)
At the present time, research which addresses the domain of meeting text-
based needs of readers is in its infancy. While research has provided

some clarification of those text chara:teristics which influence comprehension,
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and results from traunung studies seem encouraging, we contend that
scholars lnterested in the area of "text'" have just begun to move |nto‘
research which addresses the question.

Can students be taught’ knowledge, skllis, or stiategies whlch will
meet their text-based needs and transfer to their readung of
unfamiliar passages?

- This will entail identifying these text-based.needs.A-Researchers will’-
need to undertake conCurrent analiseS~of: (a) the disoourse features ‘evi~
" dent in the texts whici atudents encounter"and (b) an'examination of the type °
of situation vithin which these features euther enhance or detract from
learning : Thereupon it would seem that systematic research‘programs
. could begsn_on seueral fronts: engineering texts for purposes of
improving their quality; providing students problem{so]v7ng strategies
to monitor and:debug comprehension problems; Inereasing,the'students'
awarenesses of text teatures; includingAadjuncts{inténded to meet
readers' text-based'needs; and improving reader-based strategies to

override text-based problems.

General Comments on Increasing Abl]lty to Learn From Text/Prose -

When asked to comment upon the general trend of rese- " reading
and learning disabilities, "~hall (1978) stated that ''the: [re: 3ir-hers]
are describing, testing,vcorrelating and predicting reading and learning
disabilities. Only a fraction are studying what the best treatments are

for childrer'" (p. 34). Although we would concur with Chall's remark, we
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.are also encouraged somewhat by the fact that research‘has begun to appear ;
from both the domalns of ”prOCess” and. ”practice,'l research whnch willnngly

ventures into the classroom setting and attempts to deal wsth instructional

issues as only the classroom can define them. ln the area of nncreasnng

abnllty to learn from reading, even such a small begnnnlng is welcome

and promn5|ng

t

HOW SHOULD RESEARCH IN- TEACHING READING COMPREHENS 10N PROCEED?

This. final sectlon of our review attempts.to take what research sug-
~gests in response to the question,ﬁ“Wlth whom, ln what sltuatIOnS, and in
what ways dues teaching improve reading comprehensnon?”, and apply it

to the question, l'Howwshou]d research in teaching reading comprehension

"~ .proccad?" We will initlally pursue this latter question primarily in terms

of methodo]ogncal _issues: and thereafter generate a number of gundellnes

for future research ' R

Methodological Issues

Trad;tlonal methbds studles in readnng are objects of severe crntncnsm
Aand; in our estimatnon, rlghtfully so for a number of reasons. As a-rule,
'designs have.been bullt around a « ~catenation of variables, ma:

virtually lmpossihie to attribu . -tion to any specfflc te i

: practice. | Treatments have -frequently been ten short in duratnon to provide

any information regardlng long-term" effrcts Subjects have seldom been

screened suffnciently,‘resultlng in data basedhupon_subjects who were either;
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familiar with what the treatment was designed to teach, or were not ready’
’to benefit from' it. Posttests have all too frequently been global,
rare]y selected In terms of. their compatibility with either a specific

theoretical rationale, expected treatment outcomes, or the ab'vity of

subjects at the time of inltial treatment» Moreover, treatments have

Veul

_ not been operatlona]]y defined so as to rule out. the possibi]ity that
. ipractice in readnng a]one would effect the same gains as treatment
‘At -the risk of oversimplification we Suggest that these conditions
‘have borne.a serious shortcohing; name]y, the inability of instructional
research to offer us much advice relative to teaching: In the case of
research on comprehensionvinstruction, this Is most certain]y true,
for there are few If any |nstances where improvement In readlng compre-
hension abi]ity for new passages can be attrnbuted to a partlcular
instructional strategy. Furthermore, we feel Justnfled in proposiné that
a neniera in instructional research is not only lqnd.overdue, but forth-

~ coming. )

N Ne predict this new era will usher in a commitment to the study of
c]assroom dynamics,\prompted by a recognition that we lose rather than
capture the essenqe of any instructional environment when we limit our;‘ .

descriptions *3 lte status of individual variab]es; for the characteristics

of this environment emerge only in the context of interaction. In ali

likelihood this era will sponsor just as rigorous a commitment to the

deveiopment and application of a variety of research paradigms and their
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ongoing retineﬁent. This suggests, therefore, to researchers intent on
classical 'experimental paradigms that they avoid the pitfalls of past
‘studies and adopt procedures which are sensltnve to the need for data vhich
cons iders the influence of a Varlety of classroom variables. Similarly,

it sur sts to researchers intent on a more naturallstnc inquiry that

they endeavor to be rlgorous wIth respect to reportlng ]earnlng as it ‘
occurs ”natura]ly“ {Erickson, Note 8). Most importantly, it suggests that
researchers should bo encouraged to consnder an’ nntegratlve approach
"which assumes some of the advantages of both the c]assical and naturalistic
paradigms. - Beyond these rather g]obal prednctnons, the following guide-~
lines for conductihg research seem integral to the actualization of this

_new era.

Applx a '"Greatest Like]ihood Principle' to Experimental Research

r

A very important question to aﬁswer_?nitially'is: Can we under any cire
cumstahces cause;students to improve their ability to co;prehend new pacsages?
It is our position that those of us who are prone to exp]ore this question
through a classical experimenta] paradlgm, .must do so in the context of
hhat is termed g greatest llkellhood princip]e.“ As we perceive the
implementation of this principle, researchers pursuing the efficacy of
a strategy or teaching practice select students,-materia]s, and activities
which are most likely to prove successful. This would be accomplnshed in

part by adherence to the following prac.ices: _(a) SubJeCtS would be

screened prior to treatment on the basis of such potentially confounding
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varuables as background knowledge to insure that the‘samp]e includes only

‘those who do not manifest the ability the treatment is intended to

develop and would profit by such" treatment. Wlth respect to the

classnca] experlmenta] and quasn-experimental comparlsons, subjects wou]d
V-be randomly assigi.”t! "9 at least two groups, a treatment-group and a

control group, wherein the sub;ects lndependently read treati.:nt material.

(b) Treatments would be deslgned to produce maximum benefits. This often

entails slmp]y belng sure that a treatment represents what we know

about lnstruction and the interests of students and is of suff:cnent duration

to be effectlve. - (c) Dependent varlab]es would be derived fOr passages and.

Yrom measures not incl Jed in the treatment. FThese measures would need to be

.valld as well as reliable and sensitive to the treatment in terms of task

difficulty and type of outcome behavior. This might require that researchers

consnder anew the types of lmpacts thenr |ntervent|ons are ]lke]y to

have and dev:se methods for measurlng such lmpacts. further. this:

éuggests not only the need for mu]tlple dependent variab]es, inalueing

on-line processmg measures, but the deve]oment of a new array of pro-

cedures for problng the readers' ]lke]y retentlon, apprecnatlon and

understandlng.

It is unfortunate that most research in teaching reading comprehension
has resorted to the application of what might be aptly described as a ''single
shotgun approach' to research, coupled with the use of rather global treat-

ment procedures an:. a5s€ss ant measures. In accordance with implementing a

""greatest likelihood or’ naiole,“ we fee] that this pattern should be reversed .
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. and in. its p]ace be initiated a program of research similar to that of

Rothkopf (1966, 1971, 1972a) and Frase (1967, 1968), whereby research

_ questions are shaped across several studies in light of ongoing replication,

modi fication, and extension.

Design Studies Where the Complexities of Texts, Teaching and Context are

Addressed and Can»Reveai Their Impact

Threughout this paper we have suggested that very few studies have )
addressed the complexuties of classroom learning. Tuinman (1979) alluded
to this state of affalrs when he noted that the 'fact that reading re
searchers are in contact with readers only at the moment of data col]ectuon
is far from trivial".(p. 9). And as Trabasso (in press) argued in reaction
to reviews of research literature dealing with teachnng reading comprehension:

.« « . persons d0|ng research on reading should go back to the
c]assroom « . . This return to the real world would lnfluence

several aspects of research. What tasks and texts are chosen
for reading as well as how an understandung of these tasks and

texts.is to Ne measured. (p. 14)
,Assumung th|s .f[i.c.sm is a valid one, that indeed researchers “have
failed to recognuze the: SUutleties of classroom cperation as they exist
in conjunction with student4teacher transactions, how might researchers
begin to address the comp]exfties of the classroom? Jenkins (1978) has
suggested that researchers in the process of studying any learning
situation consider and systematica]ly examine at least four basic factors:

(a) the nature of the materials to be learned; (b) .the characteristics

of the learrer; (c) the learning activities or kinds of ‘'things that
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]earners do when presented wnth materlal, and (d) the criterial tasks
Jenkins'® argument is that slnCe any question about learning involves all .
four factors to some extent, researchers pursulng such questions must
recognize these factors and ‘account for their lndivldual and collectlve
c;ntrlbutlons, fest erroneous concluslons be drawn from data. We.wou]d
extend Jenkins® argument axd alter it slightly to suggest the need for re-
search dealing’ with learning ffom text or iearhlng‘to learn from text which
examines systematically, separately, and concurrently the occurrence of
intéractions involving text;tteatment, aptitude-treatment, teacher-
treatment, contgxt-treatment, learnlng-treatment,vtext-aptitude;treatﬁent,

text-aptitude-teaching-treatment, and so on. Such examlnations might be

a priori for pﬁrposes of studying varlations acroés thté, teachlng,

1 rarning, ‘and context wlthln causal desugnS' mlnimally, researchers shou]d
be held accountable for de]ineatung text features, learner variables,
teacher and teaching variables, and contextual features.whi;h might be

of relevance to th:‘ecological valfdity and ggneralizabi]ity of any
findings. Consider the ramifications of text-treatment, teacher-treatment,
and context;treatment interactions.

Text-treatment interactions. Obviously, the results of any study that

investigates learning from text or learning as measured by some text-related
assessmernc task will be influenced,min part, by the text used or under study.

Research on the characteristics of text features has suggested among other
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. things:that:' (a) certain-aspects oi text influence the anount and type of
‘information recalled; (b) predictions can be made, based upon text |
features, as to where distortions, omvssions, and additions will occur;

(c) text characterlstlcs have a differential nnfluence u;on children
compared with adults and good reacders compared with poor readers; and
(d) the lnfluence of text features will vary wnth a reader's background
of experlence or predlsposltion. It seems, therefore,’not oniy
naive.but misleading to disrsgard the/potential for an interaction effect
lnkely to occdr‘across different types of text different treatment
condi tions, and readers. Nor does it seem legltrmate to select text
randomly or ‘according to the global categories of narrative and exposition.
In any study, text should be selected, described, and analyzed in such a
.way that either reasonable generalnzatnons to other specific texts
can be made or the stab!iltv of results across texts can cleariy be

establishedw

Teacher-treatment interactions. In various syntheses of research per-

taining to the teacher variable Rosenshlne and others (Rosenshine, 1976;
Rosenshnne & Furst, 197i; Rosenshine & Stevens, in press; Rosenshine.,Note 9)
have argued that research involving teaczhing must consider an array of varlable'
ranoung from the clarity of teacher communications to the student s engaged time
on task. Furthermore, they have suggested that a fairly consistent pattern

emerges with regard to those factors which distinguish successful from
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.unsuccessfui teaching: namely, student-engaged time on task and a framework
for teaching involving: demonstrate-prompt-practuce~pacing and monitorlng-
-feedback Recentiy, the training studies of Brown and her colleagues (Brown,
. In press, a and b; Brown, Campione, & Day, Note 6) have cal]ed attention to
what might be considered two teach|ng principles for improving a ]earner s
strategies for learning. We will refer to them as the explicitness
h}pothesis and the relevancy’hypothesjs: The explicitness hypothesis
suggests that the etfectiveness of direct instrdction reiated to strategy
training varies in accordance with the ability of students.and the
expllcltness wi th which teachers present rules for learnlng, the re]evancy
hypothesls relates to the notion that students acquire strategies more
readily when they know the nature of the task at hand and that task is per-
ceived by them to be relevant. The implication of these notionslis that
‘research on ‘reading comprehension, especiaiiy helping students learn to. learn
from text, must consider the teaching framework within which a. treatment is
,administered. fhis shouid not be foreign to reading researchers, as it
_conncides wuth the age-o]d concern that the teacher variable often has a
confounding effect in readlng methods studies. The ramifications of con-
sidering the teacher as a variable entail either controliing or systematically
examining teacher variation. Researchers might pursue the possiblllty of
a teacher-treatment interaction or as seversl research studies have sug-
gested a teacher-treatment-aptitude jnteraction (Brown,’ﬁampione, & Day,

Note 6; Mclermott, 1976). In terms.of contralling for the teacher
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.yariabie, researchers should not assume randomization'of teachers will
‘suffice'for:matching. Minimally, they should report the teaching frame-
work wnthin which treatments are operattonaiized for example, inciudlng
information relative to student engagement, and teaching sequence, style,
clarity, monitoring, feedback, and so on. ldeally, researchers should N
systenaticaIIY'consider varying these features and the teaching framework.

Context-treatment interactions.  Of relevance to the. teaching framework

within whtch instruction proceeds, researchers must be sensitive to the larger

1
context within Which reading comprehension instructton occurs, in particuiar,

3
the extent te which an experimenter s intrusions have pushed or changed this

envi ronment. (#or our purpose, we are defining context as the dynamics’

.
/ r‘

occurring in the regular classroom learning environment' context treatment
interacttons pertain to any intrusion by the researcher whtch dnsrupts the
classroom dynamncs beyond that which was intended ) The issue of context-
treatment interaction relates to whether the, %esearcher s intrusions had an’
|nFiuence upon the classroom envlronment which |n turn(may have infiuenced
. learnlng to read from text or iearning to learn from text. In the*ciassicai
research tradttion, the possibiiity of ; context-treatment interaction -
~was often supposediy controiled wnth the use of 3 placebo‘-a treatment
group with ald of the attributes of other treatment groups e*cept ”
on the variable for whlch effects _were being examined. Unfortunately,<

the use of randomization or a placebo does not ensure agatnst the context-

treatment: |nteraction - Especially in<classroom settings, a single‘feature
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of a single treatment condition might uniquely and separately prompt a
confext:treatﬁént interaction; features of any treatment group, even
‘placebo, have the potential to alter the dynamics of a zlassroom. How |
might researchers address these possfbilifies? They might observe

the verbal and nonverbal social exchanges within the classroom communi ty
.before, during, and after intrusion. As Bronfenbrenner suggests, re-
-searchers might assess each subject's '"definition of the situation,

how he or she perceives the settiﬁg and its various elemehts“ﬂ(l976,

p. 8). In the classical rxperimental tradition, researchers might exanine
the effect of systematically changing context--especially if the9 sus-
pect‘a context-treatment interaction occurs and is Iikely either to
detract from or to enhance learning. _Otherwise, researchers should at
least be held adqbuntab]e for systematically deséribing and reporting
what occurred in the context of the classroom. With the development of
ethnographic techniques and technology, these methods should be within
the grasp of most researchers and infegral to reporting any classroom

research endeavor.

@

Design Studies Where the Complexities of Classroom Learning Can be

Addressed
If we were to enumerate those paradigms used within the past two
decades to address issues related to teaching reading comprehension, we

would be impressed with the predominance of quasi-experimental and

o
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experimental studies which are tied to an analysis-of-Variance model,
based upon pre~ and posttest measures. For treatment groups, treat-
ment success is usually determined at least in part by a standardized
reading test. It is our general argument that to a large extent,
research within the context of these paradigms has been insensitive
to certain key issues related to learning.

First, research on reaaing comprehension has failed to addfess
whether or not students have acquired the prerequisite skills or
Strategies intended to increase learning from text or learning to
learn from text. More specifically, within treatment groups some
subjects may or may not have reached a satisfactory level of proficiency
with a strategy; or fér some subjects learning may not have stabilized.
,Qhen reseaéchers fail to systematically examine whether some students
have acquired certain types of learning, it is not surprising that
within-group differences often exceed between-group differences.
Further, wken researchers limit their measurement of effecfs due to
learning to single rathet.tﬁan repeated measures prior to, during,
and after training, it is difficult to know whether learning has
stabi lized. e

A second major shortcoming is the measurement of learning outcomes.
A single measure of reading comprehension, as has been typically the

case in most instructional research studies, cannot capture the varjous
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and subtle effects due to learning researchers should be seeking. Like-
wise, the use of g]obaj recall scores generated ei ther from“orai or
written retellings do not capture the extent t¢ wiiich readers trans-
form, integrate, or summarize the information represented within the
text. Alternatively, in those situations where researchers have had
cause to e#amine a number of difFérent effect measures, they often
fail to extend their analyses to address interdependéncies between
variables--that is, the synergistic nature of learning.

'For these reasons, we posit that although one cannot deny that
the notion of a learning-treatment interaction is quite complex, it
is essential that research on reading comprehension begin to address
its personality. This entails the following.

First, if researchers are intent on examining the effectiveness .
of training to predetermined levels of proficiency, they have
essentially two choices. Researchers can determine a priori to
have students reach a criteria relative to strategy or skill utili-
zation prior to measuring effects; alternatively, they can plan to
e;amine the relationship between effect size and level or skill
or strategy écquisition in their data ana]ysis%”Séthd, if researchers
are to address the stability of learning, they might considgrf
(a) obtaiﬁing multiple measures of the same variables priS} to and

after the administration of treatments; (b) adopting a time-series

Tt
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éppfoach (in conjunction with multiple measures)Ato examine the relation-
ship of learning to treatm;nt conditions across time; or (c) adopting
a.single-subject research paradigm (involving baseline ﬁeasures,
measurements'durfng treatment conditions, and variations thereof) as
either a subset of 'a research study invdlving groups or as a means of
generating hypotheses for pursuit.within the context of an experimental
paradigm involving groups (see Birnbrauer, Peterson, b Solnfck, 1974;
kratochwifl, 1978). In so doing, researchers éan estébiish the é*;ent td‘
which learning prior to, during, and'after learning has stabilized and

is reliable. Third, to address the ﬁbssibi]ity that .subjects acduired

certain types of learning anc¢ not others, .we would argue that researchers

need to give thought to what feading comprehension and learning are, as

- well as what are valid ways to méasure their various facets. With the

advent of text analysis procedures, researchers have available detailed

S

procedures for examining qualitative differences—in—readers’ recalls

Mhich«can’ﬁé”?éiéféd to theoretical notions of reading comprehension. With

‘the gradual refinement of theoretic notions of comprehension--for example,
N . N ‘ P

schéma-theoretic.notions--researcheré should be prompted to include mezsures

. which address aspeéts of compfehgn§?6n and ]ear?(:g including schema

4

-and generalization}vf?heée advances in technology and thinking about reading
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eomprehension'should dlsplace single and global heasures of.readlng
comprehension which have done little to capture the idiosyncratic and _
qualitative differences due to increasing learning from text and ab'lity
to learn from text. Fourth, with the examinatlon of learnlng from a
variety of vantage points comes the need for researchers to examine
ieffects due to treatment both swgependen;ly and |nterdependently. wé“““?
therefore urge the employmentxof statistical examinations o% data
which provlee lnformatien relativewto the amount of varlance“accounted
for by varlableéfﬁhlquely, separately, and tegether. This demands'that
researchers go beyonz univariate analyses of variance td_multhariate
models.
In summary, tﬁen, it is our argumentﬂjpﬂsuggestiﬁgffﬂeseyguldellnes
} thaf/igﬁlsefaﬁ—From’léETElBaze/;o arbitrarily select and administer
I
: treatments and dependent measures in a simple pre- and posttest
- deslgn ‘and thereafter assume the prnvnleges ef generaluzatlon
and causatlon.' For clearly, notions of applying the "greatest
likelihood rrinciple' and the notlon_of generallzablllty via repre-
sentativeness are valid for classroom research on reading comprehenslon

only within the context of a conslderatlon of text-treatment, teachlng-

treatment,(and context-treatment Interactions. Whlle some may argue
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that blind research is better than no research, we certai iy run the
risk of obtannnng misleading results when our research questions tend
to be "stabs in the dark" rather~than informed probes. Whether our |
questions take on the characteristic of an informed probe nay depend
upon the w;llnngness of researchers not only to address the complexi-
tles of such |nteract|ons, but also tn agree that these factors are
worth examnnlng systematlcally as they exist in relation to one

:another.

Design and Implement Research Which Can be Coherently Interpreted in

Lighttof the Literature from all the Relevant Disciplines

“ All research on reading comprehension instruction requires, at
some point, curriculum (kndwledge, skills, or. strategies) instruction
(means for transmntting knowledge, skills, or strategies to students)
teacher(s) (whoever is employing those means durnng the resear;h’,
student(s) text(s), context (the dynamics occurrlng in the learning
envnronment), and data collection/analysns - All these aspects enter
into making a pnece of instructional research “nnterpretable "
Unfortunately, -a research study in reading comprehension lnstruction
‘can fall prey to naiveté with regard to any of these seven aspects.

Our. fourth guideline, then, deals with thé necessity of inter-

disclplinary research in readingﬂ;:As Goodman (1979) has stated,
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What is still needed is a wider range of reading research
methodology and cross-disciplinary interaction . . . That
'{goalfis d}fficult té achieve |if psychoiog!sté feel constrained
‘to do "'psychology," linguistskto do "linguistics" and ethno-
graphers to' do ''ethnography" c we need interdisciplinary
research nof-multidisciplinary. (pp. 144-145)

No one researcher can expect to avoid naiveté in all seven aspects of
a study on reading comprehensnon instructlon, .and yet, no criticism N
of a piece of research can be more damaging than when know]edgeablel v
persons in‘a relevant discipline describe it as "uninterpretable.!" We
reéomméhd that this guideline be achieved by asking questions of the
literature and/qr of knowledgeable persons in relevant disciplines before
embarking upon a piece of reading comprehension instructional research.
Some of these questions are presented in the remaining paragraphs of
this section. | {?

Curriculﬁm. In any instrucfional study, there is some attempt to
transmit knowledge, skills, or strategieé to students. This ''content"
of the instructibn to be investigated should come under scrutiqy before

the study is undertaken.

Source Question

) ' . 7" :
Linguists Do the knowledge, skills, orfﬁf:etegies
Psychologists

to .be taught represent conceiyab]e and

Psycholinguists )
B ' important psychological constructs for

the comprehension of the kinds of Ianghage

under study?
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Teachers

Reading Educators
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Students

Psychometricians |
'Reading Educators - (”
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. Instruction
Source

Educational Psychologists
Instructional Designers
Reading Educators

Teachers

Teachérs

Reading Educators

P
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. N
Question

Do you think it's important to teach

this'knowJedge,'these skills, or these

~ strategies to students of the kind

under study?

Do you tthE?jt's important to know this

knowledge; these skills, or these

‘strategies?

Can students be validly and reliably
assessed as to this knoW]édge, these

skills, or these strategiés?

Question -
Do the means to be employed for trans-
miéting the content under study~£o the
kiﬁds of students under study employ

sound instructional principles?

Do you believe the instruction to be

dinvestigated is ''do-able'' in classrooms

and if so,_under what-conditions?

What would your reaction be if you were

taught in this manner?
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Source Question
Administrators/Supervisors = What means can be developed to ensure/
£ th ' ' i i
Ethnagraphers determine the degree of implementation

Reading Educators

. . y . .
Teachers ~of the instruction? Was the instruction

actually carried out?

Teacher(s). Because any teacher has a persoAality, manifest both
ve;Lal]y'and nonverbally, it is impossible to speak of-instruction
divorced from the Qerbal and nonvgrba] communicative channels used to
implement it. ‘To some extent, of course,'eéch teacher has unique behavior,
so there will always be a teacher-treatment interaction. Gengra]izasilﬁty
of results of reading cbmprehension instructional research will be en-

hanced, however, by defining the instruction (discussed above) under study

~as broadly as possible to include the type of verbal and nonverbal com-

munication to be used. These questions, then, should be hefpful;

Source , Question -
Educational Psychblogists What are some different ways effective

st igners o : K
Instructional Desig teachers might go about conducting

Reading Educators

Teachers the(se) ]esson(s)?

Students

Evaluators How can one assess the amount of idio-
Ethnographers syncratic behavior in the lessons a
Psychometricians

teacher teaches?’

ki



o~
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Source

Research Designers

Ethnographers

Teachers

Students

Student (s)

Sour~:.

Teachers

 Reading Educators

Educational Psychologists
Students

Psychometricians

Readfng Educators

Text (s)

Source

Teachers

Reading Educators

Linguists '

Psycholinguists
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Question -
How can one assess the impact of the
teacher's idiosyncratic behavior in the

lessons taught?

Now that the instruction is completéd,
how do you think that instruction might

have been better?

Qﬁestion
What knowledge, skills, or strategies
are_prereqﬁisite to learning the knowl-
edge, skills, or strategiés under study

as taught by the instruction under study?

Can students validly and reliably be
assessed as to thHe prérequisite know!-

edgé, skilis, or strategies?

Question

Are texts relevant to students' needs

and scnools' goals?.

Do the texts employed present avoidable

obstacles. to understanding?
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Source . : Question

Teachers ‘ Are the texts to be used re +ive

Reading Educators of the kinds of text(s) under study?

Linguists

Teachers . Are texts to be used éppropriate for the
Reading Educators students to be used in terms of difficulty,
Students - .
Linguists , style, format, appeal,lgnd concsgfgalf/:
Psycholinguists load? ‘ /////’/’////

o e

—

. -
Context. A classroom can be described as learners, language-users,

—

—
a community, or a teacher-with an audience, depending on whether one takes
the'viewpoinE of a psychologist, a linguist, a sociologist, or a super-
viéor. Actually, a classroom ié siﬁultaneously all of these things and
more. Classrooms can bé.examined from the vantage of verbal aﬁd non-

verbal interaction, classroom and school organization, or social community.

i Source -~ " Question
Ethnographers: : How similar is the total instruc;ional

Administrators/Supervisors environment of the study (including in-

Teachers

i r den
Students struction, teacher(s), student(s), and

~text(s)) to the kinds of instructional
environments under study? Does the total
instructional environment o% the study
: o have the ''feel'' or 'rhythm'" of a natural

& learning environment?

7

y




Source

—--Data

Ethnographers
Teachers

Students

'Cofféction/Ahalysis
Source

Ethnographers
Teachers
Students

“Research Designers

Statisticians

Teachers

Réading Educators
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Question
What are some different ways students
might be effectively grouped to receive

the instruction-under study?

Question. b
How will the data co]]ection/ana]ysis
procedures themsé]ves effect the data
being collected? What wili be the impact
on the teacher(s) and student(s) that

data is being collected tHe way it is?

‘What designs could be used to determijne

the individual and interactive contri-
butions of the independent variables

under study?

What data analysig procedures are appro-
priate for making inferences based on

the data to be co]]ected{

How much and what kind of a difference

must result from the instruction under
study before you would consider it an

impoirtant difference?
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The interdlscspllnary research on reading comprehenslon instruction
whlch would resu]t from seeklng answers to these quest:ons from the
]nterature or from knowledgeab]e persons in the relevant dlsclp].nes
should be re]atuvely free of the.several types of naiveté to which such
studies are prone. Of course, these procedures will not ensure that a

research study w:l] turn out as expected but they will enhance the .

llkellhood that whatever occurs can be interpreted. As a result, reading

/’

-~ comprehensuon instruction research can be conducted which is psycho-
icgically, uinguustlcally, socno]oglcally, statistically, and educatlona]]y

slgnsflcant.

A Call for Action

At may seem that the four guldellhes we have proposed for conducting
readlng comprehensuon |nstructlona] research are unreasonab]y demanding.
Currently, it seems that lnstructxonal research is at once more dsffu-
cult and expens;ve and less polnt:cal]y rewarding for the researcher to
carry out. Many wili see the ”llewqf the land' of thls situation and.
decide that onjy the less than intelligent would dare to become involved |
in such research. S$o bebit. | |

However;'there'may be sdme;researcherslwho are wi]ting;to tahe
risks, who he]ieve it is time to‘move into a new ﬁeriod in reading
research and who believe that, in the long run, benefits of rlgnrous- ”

quality reading comprehension instructional research will outwelgh

immediate costs. It is this latter group that we call to action.
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The relative]y brief and recent history of .investigations into the
psychology and physiology of readfng, approximately a century in ]ength,
may be informelly characferized.as the ''reading enoch.” This epoch is
ongoing and is‘primar%]y,distinctive by.the sheer amount of investigation

thus far. Alfred North Whitehead (1925/!967) his written:

When you are criticizing the philosophy of an epoch, do ncot
chiefly direct your attention ‘to those intellectual positions

which its exponents feel it necessary explicitly to defend.

There will be some fundamenta] assumptions which-adherence of S

all the variant systems within the epoch unconsciousiy pre-
suppose Such assumptions appear so obvious that people do not
know what they are assuning because no other way of putting

things has ever occurred to them. (p. 48)
Are there basic assumptions_which “adnerence of all the variant systems“l
within the reading epoch presuppose? It would seem so. The major
assumptjon appears to have been that knowledge about readers, texts,
or c]assrooms, once discovered, would be automatically applicable to
improving reading {nstruction. The new epoch we are ca]llng upon
vdemands an examinatlon of such assump*lons Further, our call for action
should not deny the theorlst researcher, or practitioner. Indeed _our
ca]] for action shou!d not deny pursuing research whlch is less theory-~

laden and has its roots in both the pedagogical traditions and intuitions
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of reading education. For example, there are numerous reading instruc-
tional practices and paradigms advocated and followed by teachers for
which we lack any substantial data base or theoretical explanation. We
would be amiss not to encourage reading educators to pursue a rigorous
program of research which will detail in what situations with what
students and in what ways their present practices effect learning and
learning to learn? We would request linguists, psycholinguists,
psychologists, ethnographers, psychometricians, and others to
encourage reading teachers and teacher educators to delineate reasonable
research probes to these en&s ané challenge them to address the implica-
tions any findings Have‘for both theory development as well as sub-
squént reségrch and practice. ‘Further, wé believe that despite their
apparent simplicity:there are many intuitions (sometimes tacit) held
by teachers about classroom comprehension and learning which should be
articulated and.probed._ For example, implicit within most teaching
situations there appears to be a level-of-activation hypothesis compatible
with the notiqn of éfudent—engaged timé on task. ¢Qur point is that teachers
—and teacher educators should reflect upon their intuitions and invite
interdisciplinary advice on seeking a data base and its interpretatiog.
V‘We haQe a sense that'a major stumbling block to progress in research on
reading comprehension instrgction has been our unwillingness to subject

intuitions to research probes.
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A FINAL WORD
It has been our intent ﬁo address what we initially perceived to be

a formidable task, namely a reQiew of the liferature on teaching reading
comprehension in terms of two questions: With whom, in what s’ tuations,
and in what ways does teaching improve reading comprehensiocn? How
should resgarch in teaching reading comprehension proceed? We were not
mistékén;.the task was most formidable, and to address it satisfactorily;
we were forced'to create what may be perceived as an a}tificial means
-of»organizéfioh and an abstraction of studies which may have more than
slightly influencéd the direction of our discussion. We come away from
this effort recognizing that in the process of pursuing the ''power to
prescribe,' researchers exploring }ssues reléted to teaching reéding
comprehension have characteristicalty con%ined themselves to the use

of a rather ]]mited number of research paradigms, which on the whole

do not lend themselves to a co]léction of contextualized data; and

in addition, their effor%é“ﬁéve tended to minimize the significancé
.of replication and gxtéﬁéion. Howevér, one cannot be anything but
encouraged byf;heférowing tendency for researchers to conjoin the ""wis-
dom of the"éiassroom” with their own research-based intuitions in a
qrpséfdisciplinéry fashidn; reéulting in possibly their greatest find,
vthat, indeed, the classroom has much it can teach the researcher about his
own expertise. Certainly the byword of what we predict to be a new era
in instructional research will be cooperatioq--between classroom and

researcher, between theory and practice.

7 | .5344 )
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Footnote

]Metacémprehenéion deals with a person's knpwledge of onesel f--that
is, knowledge of one's characteristics, knbwledge of the character}stics
of tasks, and knowledge of potentially employaﬁle strategies to cope
with these tasks. As Brown (in press) has_suggested, metacohprehehsion
|ncludes the nature as well as the role of subconscious and dellberate
monltornng of understandnng, task demands, strategies, and the :nter-
actlons among them._ W|th respect to readlng, it relates. to .a reader.s_
awareness of readnng,-readlng strategies, task demands, and his or her

own understandlng. This would include moniternng (prlor to durlng,

and after readlng) one's efflctency as a reader.
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